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Wuen I declared “ my unfeigned as- 
sent to every thing in the Book of 
Common Prayer,” I did not (as some very 
respectable people really seem to suppose) 
promise to remain always in ignorance : 
nor did I pledge myself to quit the 
Church, or the Office of Trust which I 
held in it, in the event of my acquiring 


a greater degree of knowledge than that 
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which I possessed at that time. On the 
contrary—my Ordination engagement 
amounted to this—that I would study 
and adhere to the Bible—and to the 
Prayer Book—as far as the latter should 
accord with the former—and not an inch 


farther. 


This view of the case, however, our 
Right Reverend Prelates do not approve. 
They express themselves to this effect. 
—‘¢ We cannot justify the course which 
those Clergymen pursue who allow them- 
selves a certain degree of latitude in the 
use of the Church Rituals. We should 
be sorry to lose their co-operation: but 
we must calmly and solemnly entreat 
them to withdraw from a Church in 
which they unhappily find so much to 


object.” 


Vil 
Now we (the Clergymen to whom the 
Bishops allude) reply— 


‘Dear Brethren and Fathers—With 
regard to your affectionate advice, and to 
our own consciousness of duty in remain- 
ing in our present position, you will per- 
mit us to appeal to one, who says, ‘ Who 
art thou that judgest another man’s ser- 
vant’ ‘To his own master he standeth 
or falleth,’ Rom. xiv. 4. 


“ And now, dear Brethren, (for after 
all we are Brethren,) as Christians are 
required to ‘admonish ONE ANOTHER,’ 
Col. ii. 16, we hold it our duty to admo- 


nish you. 


“ Your habits of life, Brethren, are 


calculated to shut out from your minds 


~ 
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a clear perception of spiritual duties and 
spiritual doctrine. Remember, Brethren, 
you are pledged, by your Ordination 
engagement, to lay aside the study of 
the world and the fiesh. Temptation 
prevails over the best of men. ‘The 
fashions of the Metropolis, and the ho- 
nours assigned you as Peers of Parlia- 
ment, cannot but make you enamoured 
of the pomps and vanities of this wicked 


world. 


‘Nor is there any occasion for this 
contact. In the dark ages, when our 
Noblemen could neither read nor write, 
Bishops were indeed called to bear rule 
in the Senate. Europe found out that 
‘they were not backward in obeying the 
call. The shores of Asia, deluged with 


blood in the wars of the Crusades, bore 
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witness to the energy of the holy men 


in those stirring times. 


“ But now-—we have the Bible. And 
the Queen’s Counsellers may read it 
without paying for the indulgence. And 
there is no further need of Bishops to do 
either good or evil in the State. And 
the term ‘ Spiritual Lord begins to grate 
upon the ears of men, as that which can 
be explained—only by those who can 
prove the existence of hot snow or fiery 


ice, 


“‘ Relieve yourselves, therefore, Breth- 
ren, of your Parliamentary avocations. 
Abandon your London houses to other 
tenants. Relinquish those titles of 
‘Lordship,’ to which (in a Scriptural 


point of view) you have no right what- 
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ever, and which beyond question are 
included in those ‘ pomps’ which you 
teach poor children to ‘renounce.’ Leave 
secular business to secular Lords; retire 
to your districts and to your duties; and 
‘give yourselves, like the Apostles of 
old, ‘ to the ministry of the word and to 


prayer.’ Acts vi. 


‘So shall you be able better to judge 


of us, our duties, and our doctrines.” 


Rectory, Feniton, 
April 19, 1841. 
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A LETTER 
BISHOP OF EXETER, 
LEADING ERROR. 


OF THE 


BAPTISMAL SERVICE. 


Previousty to the last Confirmation in 
this district, a circular document, lauda- 
tory of the Baptismal Service, was sent 
round to the Clergy, and to myself among 
the rest, with a requisition to read it in the 
Church of which Iam Minister. As it 
bore the signature of the Bishop of the 
diocese, and as it was headed ‘“ Notice 
and Exhortation fo be read,” &c. &c., I 
naturally enough considered it in the 
light of a command, though it seems it 


was intended only as a request. I re- 


lV 
fused however to read it, let it be what 
it would. The pamphlet which con- 
tained this refusal, certainly deserved 
criticism, (which it did not escape,) first, 
because it was not sufficiently explicit ; 
secondly, because it was not sufficiently 
respectful to the Bishop of the diocese, 
to whom it was addressed, though, as to 
its general intention, it was justifiable 
in every point of view. To this pam- 
phlet, and to the concessions which I 
had made concerning its manner, allusion 


is made in the following letter. 


ON THE BAPTISMAL SERVICE. 


Rectory, Feniton, Oct. 25, 1838. 


My Lorp, 


FEELING that I wished not to impugn, 
but rather to aim at the correction of the Bap- 
tismal office and Catechism, and that a cold 
affirmative to your Lordship’s question, “ Did I 
in my pamphlet impugn?” &c., would ill have 
expressed the fervour of my attachment to the 
communion in which I was born and bred, and 
would rather have implied a degree of hardness 
and hostility, and a kind of parricidal principle, 
which I quite disown,—and waiting till closer 
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questioning should have drawn from me a fuller 
explanation of my sentiments—I answered 
‘No, observing at the same time, that these 
offices were not free from human imperfections, 
or of equal authority with Scripture: a remark 
not irrelevant to the subject. For there are 
Churchmen, my Lord, whose minds are well 
furnished and enlarged, and whose principles 
are directed to what is holy and just, but who 
yet hamper themselves with the opinions of 
men, in points of doctrine, and struggle to set 
them on a level with Holy Writ, from an uncon- 
scious prepossession of their infallibility—and 
who, sheltering themselves in the strong-hold of 
popular opinion, undertake to defend things 
indefensible, (on scriptural grounds,) not scru- 
pling to obscure the clear doctrine of Scripture, 
in order to attach dignity to.the dogmas of 


men. 


Permit me, my Lord, to offer a further 


explanation of my sentiments. The word 
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“ regenerate ” in the Baptismal office, is one of 
those “ imperfections ” to which I alluded. It 
is a word which causes many exemplary Chris- 
tians to secede from the Church, and which still 
keeps many such from its pale; a word which 
gives a handle of accusation to our enemies, 
and which gives rise to the most discordant 
theories amongst ourselves: of which permit 


‘me to give a few specimens. 


One of the evils resulting from the position 
of this word in our Ritual is, that from it some 
Churchmen teach tha tinfants are really regene- 
rate by outward Baptism. Now “ regenerate,” 
according to the etymology of the word, means 
“born again.” ‘The individual who is born 
again, is quickened, Eph. ii. 1; not with an 
extinguishable, but with an eternal life, John 
x. 28; is made partaker of the divine nature of 
Christ, 2 Peter i. 4; (and which is coincident 
therewith, as St. Paul teaches, Eph. 1. 12,) be- 


comes a subject of the covenant of grace; 
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partakes of the divine, inward, and spiritual 
Baptism, mentioned in Col. ii, and Acts xi. 15— 
18; is delivered from the dominion of death 
and Satan, and decomes one of the true Israel of 
God, all which is the result of the free purpose 
of God, according to the seventeenth Article. 
To declare this of infants indiscriminately, is 


manifestly unscriptural. 


Other Churchmen, seeing the absurdity of 
such a doctrine, teach that the word “ regener- 
ate ” in our Ritual, means “a covenant ” (of 
their own invention) an initiatory, imperfect 
state of grace. ‘This also is manifestly opposed 
to Scripture. For the great charter of our sal- 
vation, the promise made to Abraham and his 
seed, not only does not countenance any such 
imperfect state of grace, but stands directly 
opposed to it in every point. For according to 
that promise, so far from partly saving his peo- 
ple, or putting them merely into a probationary 


state, God promises to put his fear in their 
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hearts, that they shall not depart from him ; to 
give them faith, to take all care of their salva- 
tion upon himself, and to work in them all 
graces necessary thereto. God did not say to 
Abraham (according to popular doctrine) “ Now 
Abraham, remember that you are circumcised, 
and that my free grace is, as effecting yourself, 
conditional, and that, according as the prescribed 
condition is fulfilled or not, Christ will or will 
not profit you.” No! On the contrary, he 
sware by himself, saying, “ Surely, blessing I 
will bless thee !”’—-and this promise is as St. 
Paul teaches, Rom. iv, Heb. vi. 17—-19, as sure 
to all the seed, as it was to Abraham himself. 
God-does not promise in the Abrahamic cove- 
nant, or covenant of grace, Jer. xxxi. 31—“ I 
will begin to put my laws in their hearts, I will 
take away their original sin by Baptism, and 
then leave them to their own strength, or to 
conditional supplies of grace.” No!—he exhi- 
bits a principle quite contrary to this. 
B3 
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Other Churchmen teach that the word “ rege- 
nerate,’” in our Ritual, does not mean regene- 
rate, in the true sense of the word, but only an 
introduction into the visible Church. John xv. 
2. These, indeed, come nearer to the truth, 
but their interpretation is inadmissible. First, 
because it offers violence to the plain gramma- 
tical sense of the word. Secondly, because the 
parties who support this doctrine, support the 
contrary proposition, that Baptism is a “ means 


whereby we receive ” spiritual grace. 


So did not our Lord and his holy apostles 
teach. Scripture neither teaches that Baptism 
is a means whereby we receive spiritual grace, 
nor places it in the foreground of the plan of 
our salvation, nor attaches to it the power of 
regeneration, nor makes it a cloud to obscure 
the lustre of that covenant, of which God says, 
My covenant I will not break, nor alter the 
thing that is gone out of my lips, Psalm lxxxix, 


of which covenant, St. Paul intimates, Gal. iii. 
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15—that no man, not even the Son of God 
himself, disannuls or adds to it. Baptism is 
outwardly a sign “ of profession,” and an “ in- 
strument whereby we are engrafted into the 
visible and fallible church,” which a comparison 
of the twenty-seventh and nineteenth Articles 
will shew—and inwardly it serves to help the 
faith of the fainting, desponding believer, on 
the great point of the non-imputation of sin 
to him, Acts xxii. 16, which non-imputation of 
sin Is one of the parts of the covenant of 
grace, Heb. x. 16, 17, 18. 


Other theories there are, contradictory to 
themselves, and grounded for the most part on 
this word “ regenerate,” by such as are deter- 
mined to justify its position in our Ritual, at 
all events. I will not mention them now, but 
humbly represent to your Lordship, that I, for 
my part, as a Minister of the Gospel, consider 
myself forbidden, not only to read in my 


Church, exhortations founded on such theories, 
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but also in any way to predicate the regenera- 


tion of baptized infants. 


It will be said, “ Have I not bound myself 
by oath to adhere to all our Rituals to the very 
letter?” If a Clergyman asks me this, I ask 
him in return, if he uses the form, “ I absolve 
thee from thy sins,” in the visitation of the 
sick? If he does not, he is exactly in the 
predicament which I am in—if he does, he is 
in a worse, for he ascribes to himself that 
which is the prerogative of the Almighty alone. 
But if the question be asked me by a layman, 
I answer—I made no oath which I intended to 
break! I break none, which (with my senti- 
ments) it is not worse than perjury to keep! 
I assert, moreover, that the Church of England 
does not teach Baptismal Regeneration —such 
doctrine being nowhere to be found in her 
Articles; the Article on Baptism merely teach- 
ing that we are thereby grafted into the visidle 


Church. And I will even go so far as to say, 


13 


that our Church explodes the doctrine above 
mentioned, on the principle of the great Pro- 
festant Article, (the sixth,) which declares, that 
“‘ Whatever is not read in scripture, or can be 
proved thereby, is not required of any man 
that it should be believed.” Whether what I 
have said be hostile or friendly to the interests 


of our Church, let every true Churchman judge. 


The holy King Josiah, my Lord, “ turned 
aside neither to the right hand, nor to the left.” 
If we accuse those of turning to the left hand, 
who aim at the demolition of our Church, surely 
those also turn too much to the right, and are 
righteous over much, who, overlooking the great 
Protestant principle, just mentioned, insist too 
much upon a compliance with the letter in hu- 


man and therefore imperfect Rituals. 


Oh that our Prelates had long long since car- 
ried these things to the foot of the throne! Oh 


that they would summon a Convocation, ex- 
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punge from our Rituals a few words merely, 
which offend true Christians, or abate the rigour 


of the oaths of conformity ! 


In the meantime, my Lord Bishop, I most 
humbly entreat your Lordship to bear with me, 
if, according to my expression in my last letter, 
I yield a filial, rather than an implicit obser- 


vance to the Catechism and Baptismal service. 


May the Almighty guide, protect, and bless 


you! 


I have the honour to be, my Lord, your 


Lordship’s humble servant, 
Henry Erskine Heap. 


The Right Reverend 
The Lorp Bisuor of Exeter. 
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ON THE CHURCH CATECHISM. 


Rectory, Feniton, March 23, 1839. 


My Lorp, 


I HAVE several points of importance 
to submit to your Lordship’s consideration, 
which points must be supported by Scriptural 
deduction; or the very appearance of stability 
will be wanting. Moreover, the evils I am 
about to speak of are National. The whole 
subject bears closely upon National Education. 
I am about to assert the much disguised and 
overlooked, but truly Protestant and Catholic 
character of the Church of England. Above 
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all I am anxious to specify certain points on 
which Church Reform is now more than ever 
called for, on sober, conciliatory, catholic, and 
christian principles. For these reasons, I beg 
permission, before I enter upon the points with 
which I shall conclude my letter, to lay before 
your Lordship, with the utmost deference, the 


following reflections. 


The true Church is destined to the fruition of 
everlasting glory, as certainly, and as infallibly 
as the Eternal himself. ‘ They are,” says our 
Lord, “ one, as thou Father art in me, and I 
in thee.” As its destiny is exalted, so is its 
origin. It is quickened by the grace and 
power of God unto eternal life, according to 
the promise to Abraham and his seed. The 
children of God do not regenerate, are not 
instrumental in regenerating, do not in any 
way interpose their ministry in regenerating . 


each other. There is one body, the Church, 
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which is quickened; and one Spirit which 


quiekens. Eph. iv. 


This distinction, so clearly made by St. Paul, 
is what Priestcraft is always labouring to. con- 
found, by dogmas, more or less gross, in pro- 
portion to the credulity of the characters to 
whom they are propounded. Papists plainly 
declare the body and blood of Christ to be 
transubstantiated into bread and wine. This 
is honest. This is decided. Semi-papists as- 
sert the same doctrine, but with more hesita- 
tion, more obscurity, and more craft. They 
assert the doctrine of transubstantiation in one 
sentence, and deny it in the next. Leaning to 
the Catechism, my Lord, rather than to the 
Bible, they affirm in one sentence, that the 
body andeblood of Christ are verily and indeed 
taken and received by the faithful in the bread 
and wine. In the next sentence, they say, i¢ is 
not so. And they shuffle, my Lord, between 


affirmation and denial, till their meaning be- 
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comes utterly unintelligible, not only to their 
bewildered auditory, but to themselves: of 
which I could bring forward several plain in- 


stances. 


Believers in the promises of God, stand in 
no need of outward elements to make them 
recipients of the body and blood of Christ. 
They partake of his divine nature quite irres- 
pectively of this holy ordinance. To partake 
of the divine nature of Christ is coincident 
with possessing eternal life. This is the pro-. 
mise, says St. John, speaking of the promise 
made to the seed of Abraham, even eternal 
life. The free gift, says St. Paul, comes upon 
all men: that is, as the whole tenor of his 
writings teaches, the promise comes upon the 
spiritual seed of Abraham, who are therefore 
called the children of the promise. Jew and 
Gentile, says St. James, Acts xv, are saved in 
the self-same manner, and on the self-same prin 


ciples, that is by the operation of the covenant 
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of grace: whence it is clearly to be inferred 
that the covenant of life stands in no need of 


priestly ratification. 


Popery, being in love with what is earthly, 
and blind to what is heavenly, labours to draw 
off men’s minds from the contemplation of 
Christ, and the new heart spoken of by the 
Prophets, and to fix them upon sacraments 
and priestly ministrations; the importance of 
which, she finds her interest in magnifying. 
But the truth is, men often, by regenerating 
grace, become partakers of the divine nature 
in Christ, and enter upon eternal life before 
they recewe either of the sacraments; and 
always partake of the former, quite irrespec- 
tively of the latter. 


In an official document of great importance 
lately put forth by your Lordship, it is stated 
that the Heads of the Church “ contend for the 


Catechism ” in the schools of the nation. 
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With reference to this subject it is proper to 
inquire, what is “ contended for ” in the ser- 
mons of the Apostles—of Peter and of Paul. 
For example: “ We declare unto you glad 
tidings, how that the promise which was made 
unto the fathers, God hath fulfilled the same 
unto us their children, in that he hath raised up 
Jesus again; as it is also written in the second 
Psalm . ... Be it known unto you, therefore, 
men and brethren, that through this man is 
preached unto you the forgiveness of sins; and 
that by him all that believe are justified from 
all things,” &c. Acts xiv. 


«« And it shall come to pass in the last days, 
saith God, 1 will pour out of my Spirit upon 
all flesh.” Acts i. 


We find these holy apostles, not labouring, 
in their preaching, to aggrandize the excellence 
of sacraments :—but rather—magnifying Christ. 


We find them, not advocating the importance 
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of national hierarchies ; but rather labouring to 
shew that through believing in the name of 
Jesus, men should obtain remission of sins. 
We find them, not preaching on subjects poli- 
tical, secular, and sectarian: but rather on sub- 
jects purely scriptural, spiritual, and heavenly, 
such as are adapted to edify congregations. 
We find them, not preaching that false cove- 
nant, by which Priestcraft pretends that we are 
admitted into an initiatory state of grace by 
Baptism: but rather that covenant spoken of in 
Moses and the Prophets. We do not find them 
extolling the incomparableness, and insinuating 
the necessity of worshipping in one way rather 
than another: but we find them speaking of 
the influences of that Spirit which rests on 
two or three gathered together in the name of 
Jesus, and on ali that in every place call upon 


his holy name! 1 Cor. 1. 2. 


Do our Bishops “ contend ” for the things 


which the Apostles contended for? Do their 
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“ charges ” to the Clergy deserve that solemn 
and venerable name, and resemble closely in 
zeal, scripturalness, and spirituality, that of 
Paul to Timothy, and Moses to Joshua? Is 
their gospel the same as that which the Apostles 
preached? Do they remember the godly jea- 
lousy of Paul against all human interpolations 
in divine things, and the memorable sentiment 
of James, whodeclared in solemn Convocation, 
Acts xv, that we only subvert the souls of men, 
if, in addition to the doctrine of justification 
by faith, we super-add anything as essential to 
salvation? Now that our Church exhibits many 
awful features of an approximation to Roman 
Catholic heresies, do our Bishops unite in ex- 
tinguishing those sparks of Popery, now being 
about to be blown into a flame, by petitioning 
the throne for the removal of the Popish senti- 
ments to be found here and there in the Prayer 
Book? Do they remember that the hireling 
seeth the wolf coming, and leaveth the sheep? 
Do they shew the zeal which St. Paul shewed 


- 
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towards the Galatians, whom he declares to 
have been bewitched with errors not unlike 
those which prevail in the present day? Do 
they seek to conciliate by a friendly coalition, 
in the matter of National Education, their dis- 
senting brethren, whom their predecessors in 
1662, deliberately and designedly disgusted 
and drove from the Church. Do their Lord- 
ships seek to avert divine wrath from falling on 
this Nation, on account of the iniquity in the 
Act of Parliament passed in that year, the un- 
righteous clauses of which still remain in force, 
and disgrace the Prayer Book? Do the Right — 
Reverend Prelates remember that of Israel, 
who was, as it were, the signet on God’s right 
hand, the Prophet declared, (and the decla- 
ration has been most awfully fulfilled,) I will 
recompense, even recompense into your bo- 
soms your iniquities, and the iniquities of 
your fathers, saith the Lord? Do their Lord- 
ships estimate the load of national guilt that 


Cc 
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lies upon us—the Act remaining in force which - 
expelled two thousand zealous Ministers from 
the pale of the Establishment, by attempting 
to force upon their consciences, such dogmas 
as those for which their Lordships now “ con- 


tend ?7” 


It is surprising, my Lord, that in the various 
meetings lately assembled to consult on the 
education of children on Church principles, 
the question, What are Church principles? 
should have been passed over in silence. Edu- 
cation is good. And education on Church 
principles is good. These principles need not 
fear the light. They are in danger rather of 
being altogether hidden by the mass of hay 
and stubble built upon them. To exhibit 
these principles, and act upon them, is the 
duty of true Protestant Churchmen at this 
crisis. For the stability, usefulness, and purity 
of the Church will be increased in proportion 


as these principles are acted upon. 
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What are then the principles of the Church 
of England? Not every thing contained in 
the book of Common Prayer. The great 
cardinal principle of the Church of England 
is that of the sixth Article, in which she 
recognizes NOTHING fo be received, as a matter 
of faith, which may not be proved from Scrip- 
ture! This principle, my Lord, the British 
Nation ought to adopt in the education of 
their children! This principle chiefly distin- 
guishes the Protestant from the Roman Ca- 
tholic Church. But this principle (which is 
the chief honour of our Church and Nation) 
is In a great degree lost sight of, as appears 
particularly in the diocesan meetings lately 
convened on the subject of education. But 
if we indeed set aside the doctrine of the 
sufficiency of Scripture as a rule of faith, 
where, my Lord, now, is the barrier which 
should resist Papal authority? It exists in 
the sixth Article of the Church of England. 


Therefore, when that clause which expounds 
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outward elements to be a means of recewing 
regenerating grace;—when that dogma which 
pronounces the body and blood of Christ to 
be verily and indeed transubstantiated into 
bread and wine for the benefit of the faithful; 
—wheh that reason assigned for infants being 
baptized, namely, that they (the infants) pro- 
mise by their sureties, and are bound by that 
promise at a subsequent age ;—when that doc- 
trine, that infants become regenerate by bap- 
tism, ev opere operato: when these dogmas 
are pressed upon Churchmen, as peculiarly 
binding upon them, they are authorized to 
enquire of the Papists, semi-papists, or demi- 
semi-papists, by whom they are harassed, 
“ Where are the texts on which these doc- 
trines are founded? Who is the man that 
ever discovered them ? Where does he dwell ? 
Which of the Apostles ever preached or held 
them:” If these doctrines cannot be proved 
from Scripture, (which I assert to be the case,) 


on what Church principle would they force 
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them upon the consciences of those who have 
pledged themselves, according to the sixth 
Article and first Ordination Vow, to make 


Scripture their paramount guide ? 


What are the principles of the Church of 
England? This is an enquiry of peculiar 
importance at present. The principles of the 
Church are to be found in the Articles, among 
which we find that the Bible, and the Bible 
alone, is the rule of our faith! If we make 
this a principle in ¢heory rather than in prac- 
tice, the fault is to be attributed to ourselves 
rather than to the Reformers, who, by divine 
blessing, placed our Church on her present 
foundations. They cowld not get rid of ail 
the dregs of Popery; but left some remaining, 
which have never eeased to be scourges in our 
sides, and thorns in our eyes. Calvin called 
them “ bearable blunders,” which, he said, we 
should get rid of as soon as we could. His 
words are these: —“ In Anglicana Liturgia 


c. 2 
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multas video fuisse tolerabiles ineptias. His 
duobus verbis exprimo non fuisse eam puri- 
tatem que optanda fuerat: que tamen primo 
statim die corrigi non poterat vitia, quum nulla 
subesset manifesta impietas, ferenda ad tempus 
fuisse . . . . probosque et graves Christi min- 
istros ultra eniti, et aliquid limatius ac purius 
queerere, consentaneum foret .... quid sibi 
velint nescio quos foecis Papisticee relique tan- 


topere delectant.” Calvint Epistole. 


The oak may be split to atoms if the small 
end of the wedge be. dexterously insinuated 
there. ‘The sky may be blackened by a cloud 
which at first seems no bigger than a man’s 
hand. And Popery, though despised, may 
yet be triumphant in this hitherto Protestant 


country. 


When intelligent dissenters, such as require 
a text when a doctrine is propounded, enquire 


of Churchmen, “ On what authority do you 
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build the doctrine that a child is regenerate 
because baptized?” it is useless to reply, “ This 
doctrine must be right because it is in the Ri- 
tual.” We answer objections more satisfac- 
torily by alleging that our “ absurdities ” are 
not our principles: but that on the contrary 
they are nullified and neutralized by the Arti- 
cles, the sixth especially. They are, however, 
very pernicious, as tending to countenance 
false doctrine. And so far from having got 
rid of them, we have been verging back to 
Popery ever since the Reformation: and by 
the Hampton Court Conference, we have 
bound these “ absurdities” upon ourselves 
closer than ever, as the sacramental part of 
the Catechism may witness. Do our Bishops, 
then, help the Church in time of need? Do 
they address themselves to the Protestant and 
Apostolic work: of expunging errors from our 
Rituals? Do they discountenance their enforce- 
ment upon the consciences of men? Do the 


Right Reverend Prelates remember that zeal for 
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the Catechism is one thing, and that zeal for the 
Bible is another; and that the work which the 
Great Bishop has assigned to his stewards, is, 
that they should be found distributing portions 


of meat from thence 2 


A Minister of the Church of England does 
not pledge himself blindly and implicitly to 
obey the Bishop: but rather to preach the 
Gospel on truly Protestant principles. 


A Minister of the Church of England is 
not necessarily one who is pledged to support 
human tradition right or wrong,—for he has 


pledged himself thus :— 


The Bishop. Are you persuaded that the 
Holy Scriptures contain sufficiently all doctrine 
required of necessity for eternal salvation 
through faith in Jesus Christ? And are you 
determined, out of the said Scriptures to in- 


struct the people committed to your charge, 
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and to teach nothing, as required of necessity 
to eternal salvation, but that which you shall 
be persuaded may be concluded and proved by 
the Holy Scriptures ? 


Answer. I am so persuaded, and have so 


determined by God’s grace. 


Behold, my Lord, an exhibition of the truly 
Protestant character of the Church of England ? 
By this pledge the Church Minister stands not 
only permitted, but bound, and that as a 
Churchman, to make Scripture his paramount 
guide, and therefore to discountenance errors 
wherever he meets with them, even if those 
errors be found in the Prayer Book itself. By 
this truly Protestant pledge he is bound to de- 
part from our Rituals, as often as he discovers 
that they depart from Scripture. Thus a 
Church Minister is not necessarily one who 


must most miserably connive at error, from 
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fear of secular loss or disadvantage. On the 
contrary. | 

As our Lord exposed error wherever he met 
with it,—as he even descended to particular 
points in which the word of God had been 
made of none effect through human tradition 
(for instance Matt. xv.),—so in this, as in all 
other things, he has left even to the meanest 
of his servants an example that they should. 


follow his steps. 


Conformably to which example, the Church 
of England sanctions, and even enjoins on 
her Ministers, a free exposure of error. The 


Minister of the Church pledges himself thus:— 


The Bishop. Will you be ready, with all 
faithful diligence, to banish and drive away all 
erroneous and strange doctrines contrary to 
God’s word? &c, &c. 
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Answer. I will do so by the help of the 
Lord. 


A true Churchman is not a lover of change 
for its own sake, or a despiser of established 
forms. He is, on the contrary, honestly at- 
tached to his own ecclesiastical forms of wor- 
ship: even to some of their harmless defects. 
All that is not false, he loves. Frequent 
repetitions, though unnecessary — antiquated 
ceremonies, though redundant — he venerates 
for the Church’s sake, 


Church principles permit him to consult 
Hume’s History :—“ The terms of Subscription 
had been made strict and rigid, on purpose 
to disgust all the zealous and scrupulous among 
the Presbyterians, and to deprive them of their 
livings. About two thousand of the Clergy in 
one day relinquished their cures: and, to the 
astonishment of the Court, sacrificed their in- 


terests to their religious tenets.” Church 
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principles permit the Churchman to refer to 
Paul’s strictures on the litigious dissensions in — 
the Corinthian Church, as well as to his own 
conciliatory example; to his tenderness lest he 
should offend weak brethren, and to his becom- 
ing weak to the weak; and to ask which of the 
Apostles would have consented to an Act of 
Parliament, entered upon on very purpose to 
offend and “ disgust ” those concerning whom 
a true Apostle declared,—rather than offend, 
rather than wound their consciences,—I will 
eat no meat while the world standeth? Church 
principles permit him to inquire if the Right 
Reverend Prelates can prove that King Charles’ 
decree, (operating to this day to the exclusion 
of “zealous and scrupulous ” men from the 
National Ministry,) is among “ the best and 
surest foundations ” for building up peace and 
happiness, truth and justice, religion and piety?” 
Church principles extort the complaint that 
since the passing of the Act of Uniformity in 


1662, the Bishops have not endeavoured to 
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relieve the Clergy from the intolerable griev- 
ance, and the Church from the indelible disgrace 
which that Act exhibits, by repealing it, saying 
like Paul or Daniel—we have sinned, we have 
committed iniquity, we have done wickedly: 
but that instead of this relief and reparation of 
the OFFENCES OF OUR FOREFATHERS, we find 
connivance at the crime, conjoined with the 
most decided endeavours to obscure, if not 
overtly to extinguish, the principles of the 
blessed Reformation, by confounding them with 
the superinductions of the Hampton Court 
Conference. Church principles, in short, call 
upon the true Churchman not to follow the 
Bishops in “ contending for the Catechism :” 
but to follow the Apostles in “ contending for 
the faith.” Jude 2. 


The intentions of Her Majesty’s Government 
on the subject of National Education, appear 
to have been prejudged by some of our Right 
Reverend Prelates. 
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The Bishop of Oxford (for example) is re- 
ported, in the Ozford Herald, to have expressed 
himself thus to a large assembly of the Aristo- 
cracy and Clergy.— 


“We have to arrest and to avert EVILS we 
foresee, and with which we are threatened. 
Schemes of a National System of Education 
are now advocated, in which religious instruc- 
tion seems to be a secondary object (cheers) ; 
and if religion be taught at all, no matter what 
the creed of the teacher: a System, in short, 
which has been shortly but happily designated 
as a “ Plan for teaching morality without reli- 
gion, and religion without a creed.” (loud cheers.) 
That. the Established Church has but a faint 
prospect of favor and support in the scheme 
about to be proposed to Parliament is, I fear, 


too clear.” 


The Right Reverend Prelate afterwards ex- 


presses more fears lest the youth of the nation 
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should be spoiled through philosophy and vain 
deceit, after the tradition of men, after the 


rudiments of the world, and not after Christ. 


But if (which, from your Lorship’s words, 
I apprehend to be the case) the Right Reverend 
Prelate “ contends for the Catechism ” in iis 
present state, his Lordship himself contends for , 
that which contains dogmas which are after the 
traditions of men, which are after the rudi- 
ments of the world, and which are not after 
Christ. Arguments in support of whatever I 
have asserted, have been cursorily adduced in 
the course of this publication; although the 
limits of a letter do not permit me to enter 
upon long amplifications on the important 


doctrines touched upon. 


The equitable and pacific spirit of your 
Lordship’s letter conveying Her Majesty’s 
commands to the President of the Council on 


the subject of National Education, is in perfect 
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accordance with the fundamental principles of 
the Church of England. The following sen- — 
tences are calculated to remove uneasiness 
from the minds of such as have apprehended 
secular instruction being made the business of 


the school, to the exclusion of religion. 


“ In the midst of these conflicting opinions, 
there is not, practically, that exclusiveness 
among the Church Societies, nor that indiffer- 
ence to religion among those who exclude 
dogmatic instruction from the School, which 
their mutual accusations would lead bystanders 


to suppose. 


“Much therefore may be effeeted by a tem- 
perate attention to the fair claims of the Estab- 
lished Church, and to the religious freedom 


sanctioned by Law. 


“ On this subject I need only say that it is 
Her Majesty’s wish that the youth of this 


4] 


Kingdom should be religiously brought up, 
and that the right of conscience should be 


respected.” 


The points therefore, which in recapitulation, 
I lay before you, from the love of truth, my 
Lord, and fairness towards dissenting brethren, 


are these :— 


There is nothing in the truly conciliatory 
and catholic sentiments of our Most Gracious 
Sovereign, which true successors of the Apostles 


are called upon to oppose. 


The arguments of such of our Right Rev- 
erend Prelates as have opposed and prejudged 
the intentions of Her Majesty’s Government 
on National Education, should be divested of 
whatever influence the supposed Apostolicity of 
their Office may possibly have attached to 
them. 
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With reference to your Lordship’s words, 
“the National Society, supported by the Ks- 
tablished Church, contend... . that the Church 
Catechism should be taught in the Schools to 
all the scholars ;” and “the British and Foreign 
School Society, on the other hand.... insist 
that no Catechism should be admitted.” I 
would observe that the Established Church, or 
rather that the representatives of the Estab- 
lished Church, are not justified, either on Apos- 
tolic principles or on Church principles, in 
“‘ contending ” for the Catechism in its present 
state even in Church Schools, far less in those 


in which dissenting brethren may be concerned. 


The use of the Catechism in National Schools 
in its present state, is not one of the “ fair 
claims of the Established Church.” 


To contend for this point is inconsistent 


with true Church principles; inasmuch as the 
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Catechism contains some dogmas “ not read 


in Scripture or proved thereby.” 


In the various Conferences convened, in 
different parts of the Kingdom, to consider 
the subject of education on Church principles, 
our Right Reverend Prelates, and their highly 
respectable Coadjutors, appear not a little to 
have prejudged the intentions of Her Majes- 
ty’s Government, and to have proceeded on 
the erroneous assumption, that all the dogmas 
contained in the Catechism are Church prin- 


ciples. - 


In these meetings, the question, What are 
Church principles? seems to have been en- 


tirely overlooked. 


The fundamental principle of the Church 
is, that she requires NoTHING to be believed 
as matter of faith, “ not read in Scripture or 


proved thereby.” 
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This great principle neutralizes and nullifies 
those errors in our Catechism which are not 
our principles, but our defects: whence, lastly, 
may be inferred the necessity of revising our 
Catechism, and some more of our Rituals, 
and clearing them of whatever is contrary to 
the character of a Christian and Protestant 
Church. ‘“ Every particular or National 
Church,” says the thirty-fourth Article, “hath 
authority to ordain, change, and abolish, Cere- 
monies, or Rites of the Church ordained only 
by man’s authority, so that all things be done 
to edifying.” Our Rituals, (notwithstanding 
the difficulties arising from diversity of opin- 
ions,) by the omission of a few words, might 
be so constructed as to “ give offence to none,” 
according to the Apostolic injunction. And 
the modifying of the Declaration of Conform- 
ity, in the Act XIV, Caroli II, would be a 
measure most satisfactory to every unbiassed, 


candid, moderate, and enlightened mind. 
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Rigorous subscription, even to orthodox 
Confessions of Faith, is of no avail. The 
Thirty-nine Articles are the bulwarks of the 
Church. The good which they have effected, 
and do effect, is incalculable: but this good 
_ has not arisen from imperious enforcement, 
but from their being preserved in the Prayer 
Book, and thus silently commended to the 
study of the sincere Minister. None but 
those whom God has taught, can perceive the 
genuine excellence of some of them. Many 
subscribe to them with a sigh or a smile, 
(as Gibbon could observe,) who subsequently, 
“in what they print or preach, draw them 
aside from their plain, literal, and grammatical 


sense.” 


In deprecating the enforcement of the Cate- 
chism, in its present state, in the National 
System of Education, it was necessary to shew 
that the Episcopal influence which “ contends ” 


for it, is not to be relied on too implicitly. All 
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that I have said therefore on this point, should 
be considered with reference to the adjustment 
of what your Lordship justly calls the “ fair 
claims of the Established Church.” 


_If sinister motives be imputed to me, the 
charge is unjust. What have I gained, or what 
can I gain but persecution? Open protesta- 
tion against public evils, savours less of sinis- 
ter intentions, than determined connivance at 
them; and a Clergyman is not therefore in- 
consistent, or a betrayer of his Church, because 
he holds, and acts upon the principle, that her 
security will best be promoted, under Provi- 


dence, by receding from exorbitant exactions 


and. pretensions. 


This principle is a Church principle, and an 
Apostolic principle It is in perfect accordance 
with the admonitions conveyed in the nine- 
teenth, twentieth, and twenty-first Articles. 


For example, “ general councils” (such as that 


47 


in King James’ time, subsequently to the date 
of the Articles) may err, and sometimes have. 
erred even in things pertaining unto God; where- 
fore, things ordained by them as necessary to 
salvation, have neither strength nor authority, 
unless it may be declared that they be taken 
out of Holy Scripture. It is in perfect accor- 
dance with the precepts of those holy Apos- 
tles who forbid us to place a stumbling-block in 
the way of our brethren, (such as the Catechism 
in the present state,) who direct us to give no 
unnecessary causes of offence or “ disgust ” to 
our dissenting brethren; but rather to remove 
from them precisely such a stumbling-block as 
was designedly cast in their way by the Parlia-_ 
ment of Charles the Second. This stumbling- 
blovk has never been removed. May the honor 
of removing it belong to Her Majesty’s present 
Administration! So shall many of our oppo- 
nents, by divine blessing, be changed into 
friends and communicants; and so shall the 


enlargement, peace, and best interests of the 
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Church be promoted. And, my Lord, may 
God our Saviour direct and prosper all your 
consultations, to the advancement of his glory, 
the good of his Church, the safety, honor and 


welfare of our Sovereign and her dominions! 


I have the honor to be, my Lord, your Lord- 


ship’s most obedient humble servant, 


Henry ERsKINE HEAD. 


THe Lorp JoHN RUSSELL, 
&c. &c. &c. 


A LETTER 


TO THE RIGHT REVEREND THE 


LORD BISHOP OF EXETER, 


AGAINST AN 
EXTRAVAGANT ESTIMATE OF THE 
ORDINANCE OF BAPTISM, 
AND THE 


OFFICE OF A BISHOP. 


SIAN at 
SWELLS See 
res 4 


ns 


Py jab 


ON THE ORDINANCE OF BAPTISM, 
AND THE OFFICE OF A BISHOP. 


Rectory, Feniton, Aug. 13, 1839. 


My Lorp, 


Brrore I do myself the honor to 
attend your Lordship’s ensuing Visitation, it 
is necessary to expostulate on the severity of 
your remarks concerning those Clergymen who 
omit a few words in using the Baptismal Ser- . 


vice, on conviction of their unsoundness. 


We are justified in doing so, my Lord, first, 
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in a scriptural, secondly, in an ecclesiastical 


point of view. 


First. If your Lordship were to tell a Jew 
what you tell your Clergy, that the Sacraments 
- are not mere signs, but effectual means of re- 
ceiving the grace of regeneration, he would be 
perfectly justified in replying, “ I cannot. find 
this doctrine in Moses and the Prophets: 
therefore I reject it.’ John v. 39; viii. 54; 
Acts xxvi. 22. A Gentile is justified in reject- 
ing it for the self-same reason. Acts xv. 11. 
That which God spake by his holy Prophet,— 
“* T will pour water on him that is thirsty; I 
will pour my Spirit,” &c., Isaiah xliv. 3,—does 
not refer to that kind of Baptism which you or 
I can administer: but to the new birth, in the 
true seed of Abraham, which is there cursorily 
compared to water on account of its cleansing, 
cooling, strengthening, fertilizing, and most 
blessed effects. When our Lord, in allusion 


to the Jewish Scriptures, and to the principles 
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of the Oracles of God, referred the Master in 
Israel to the doctrine spoken of there, of being 
“born of the Water and the Spirit,” he spake 
beyond question of the self-same thing. It is 
impossible to prove, and absurd to attempt to 
prove that the phrase, being “ born of Water 
and the Spirit,” refers to outward Baptism. 
The “ water,” spoken of John ii. 5, is the 
“ well of water,” given by divine power and 
grace, and “springing up unto everlasting life.” 
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Johniv. It is the “ clean water,” “ sprinkled” 
by divine operation. Ezek. xxxvi. Baptismal 
regeneration has no place in the great princi- 
ples to which our Lord was referring Nicode- 
mus. Here let me say, in answer to some 
unfounded assertions, that I have long main- 
tained the probability of the great covenant 
being exterided to all departed infants. Mark 


nace eee 


‘The term “ Baptism” does not always in 
the New Testament Scriptures signify the “ out- 
| D 2 
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ward and visible sign.” Sometimes it signifies 
the “ inward and spiritual grace” exclusively. 
Acts xi. 15,16. There is a manifest impro- 
priety in our confounding the latter with the 
former, or representing the former as a “‘ means 


whereby we receive ” the latter. 


I will mention a few instances of a diversity 
of signification in the same word, in order to 
shew how much we are liable to err when we 
ascribe to outward Baptism that divine energy 
which is to be predicated only of the “ baptism 
of the Holy Ghost.” 


A two-fold signification frequently attaches 


itself to several scriptural phrases. 


The word “ cleanse ” admits of two senses. 
In one sense the whole world is cleansed :— 
“ Lord, the Gentiles cannot worship thee, 
because they are not clean,’ Acts x. 15. This 


was the argument of a Jew, or at least the 
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substance of his argument. God, in condes- 
cension to his opinion, replies, “ I have clean- 
sed them. Henceforth you may account them 
clean. The circumstance of my sending forth 
Apostles from my own nation, to proclaim to 
the nations my acceptance of their worship, 
unaccompanied by Mosaic types, constitutes 
this cleansing. As far as regards the removal 
of political and ceremonial obstacles to out- 
ward worship they are clean. What God hath 
cleansed, that call not thou common. Com- 
mon it was once, and unclean, as you observe: 


it is common and unclean no longer.” 


The institution of Baptism is doubtless inclu- 
ded in the solemn “ cleansing ” here adverted 


to, on the following principle :— 


The Patriarchal had merged into the Jewish 
faith. To this nation the worship of the true 
God was confined. ll the rest of the world, 


_except proselytes to this nation, were aliens from 
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the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers 
from the covenants of promise. They were 
excluded, according to the express declaration 
of the God of Israel, Psalm cxlvii, as well by 
original sin as by actual guilt, from any con- 


nection with him unless by proselytism. 


The solemn ceremony of Baptism, handed 
by this favoured nation to the world at large, 
afforded to the world at large the token of a 
certain degree of divine favour and acceptance, 
which hitherto had been withheld from the 
world. It shewed that God had, in a certain 
sense, cleansed the world. It still exhibits a 
standing testimony that that declaration, which 
had been in force so many ages, is rescinded,— 
* He sheweth his word unto Jacob, his statutes 
and ordinances unto Israel: he hath not dealt 
so with any nation; and as for his judgments 
they have not known them,” Psalm cxlvii. A 
great practical use of Baptism thus rises to our 


view. It exhibits to us all, individually, that 
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we are exempted from “ going up to Jerusalem 
for to worship,” and that we are warranted in 
worshipping the God of Israel independently 
of the Mosaic types and ceremonies: a privi- 
lege which formerly was denied to the nations 
of the earth. 


As John’s Baptism admonished the Jew that 
ceremonial purifications had not washed away 
his guilt: so Christian Baptism, to which the 
Baptist’s was introductory, assures the Gentile 
that he is pronounced clean, as an outward wor- 


shipper, ceremonial hindrances being taken away. 


Baptism, in short, as a general institution, is 
to be considered with especial reference to the 
abrogation of Jewish exclusiveness, and as 
operating as a constant memorial that every 
political, ceremonial, and outward .obstacle to 


Gentile worship is taken away. 


To believers in the promises, indeed, it testi- 


p3 
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fies, moreover, that their personal guilt is put 
away for ever; that they are buried with or 
separated unto Christ; that they are washed 
by regeneration, and watered by the Holy 
Ghost; and that the Triune God of Israel is 
their God, for ever and ever, according to the 


tenor of the covenant of grace. 


And to the Gentile world it testifies that 
God has “cleansed” them. How did he 
cleanse them? Not by taking away their ori- 
ginal sin, as has been absurdly represented ; 
not by altering their nature, (which both before 
and after Baptism remains enmity itself with 
God, Rom. vii,) but by the removal of the 
seremonial obstacles which had been cast in 
their way. And when did he “ cleanse ” them 
thus? Doubtless when he gave the command- 


ment “ Go and baptize all nations.” Matt. xxviii. 


But there is a very different sense in which 


the word “ cleanse ” occurs. 
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Cleansing or purifying the hearts of the elect 
Gentiles (the Greek verb is the same in both 
the passages, Acts xv. 9, and Acts x. 15) is 
quite a different thing. For this has a refer- 
ence to that faith which is a gift of the cove- 


nant and the pledge of eternal life. 


In John xv. 25, the word “ law ” signifies 
metonymically—the books of the Old Testa- 
ment. Sometimes it means the Mosaic cere- 
monies, as being both expository of the Deca- 
logue and prefigurative of the great atonement: 
sometimes the whole tenor of the everlasting 
covenant, Psalm xix: sometimes the adminis- 
tration of the existing dispensation, Heb. vii. 
12: sometimes the Mosaic ceremonies. ab- 
stracted from the Decalogue, Rom. vii. 6, Eph. 
ii. 15: sometimes the Decalogue abstracted 
from the Mosaic ceremonies, Rom. ii. 31: 
sometimes both conjointly, Rom. iii. 20, Gal. 


i. 19, Rom. v. 20. 


In Heb. x. 29, the Jews are said to be 
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*¢ sanctified,” in a national and outward sense, 
by the blood of typical sacrifices. In Heb. vi. 
4, they are said to be “ enlightened ” in an 
outward sense. But, in 2 Thess. i. 13, and 
Eph. i. 18, the same words are applied to the 
children of the promise, and signify the inward 


enlightening of the Holy Spirit. 


In Rom. 1. 20, the word “ teacher ” is ap- 
plied to the Jew, as being outwardly instructed 
in those rudiments of religion which had been 
confined to the Jewish nation exclusively. But 
in 2 Tim. 11. 2, the word “ teach ” signifies the 
testimony of enlightened individuals as to the 


vital operation of regenerating grace. 


In Matt. xxii. 14, men are said to be “ cal- 
led ” by the outward preaching of the gospel. 
In Rom. vii. 30, the same word denotes the 


effectual and irresistible work of regeneration. 


In John vi. 70, the Apostles are said to be 
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** chosen,” in an outward sense. In John xv. 
16, Eph.1. 4, and elsewhere, the same word signi- 


fies the eternal election of individuals to salvation. 


In 1 Cor. vii. 14, the term “ holy ” is used 
(in allusion to ceremonial observances, Exod. 
xiii. &c.) in an outward and federal sense. In 
Eph. 1. 4, it signifies the blessed effects of re- 


generation and personal election. 


In Acts vii. 13, “ believing,” in James ii. 
24, “ faith,” and in 2 Peter ii. 20, “ knowledge 
of the Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ :’—in 
these passages, these words imply nothing more 
than a mere historical acquaintance with the 
Saviour’s life and doctrine. But in 1 John v. 
1, in Rom. v. 1, and in John xvii. 3, the same 
words signify the vital, indefectible, and cove- 
nant gift of faith. 


God’s “ loving the stranger in giving him 


food and raiment,” Deut. x. 18—his “ loving 
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the world,” John iii. 16, and “ doing good ” to 
it, Acts xiv. 17, xvii. 25, is a love quite differ- 
ent from that by which the beloved of the 
Lord are loved by him, before the foundation 
of the world, with an everlasting love. 2 Thess. 


ll. 13. 


With reference to the laudatory manner in 
which your Lordship speaks of the Baptismal 
Service, and to the efficacy which your Lord- 
ship seems to attribute to it, in giving under- 
standing to the simple, and light to the igno- 
rant; I beg leave to repeat, what I have already 
publicly and respectfully submitted to your 
Lordship, that it would be advisable to call a 
Convocation to expunge the errors from that 


Service, for this reason :— 


Whatsoever obscures the boundless grace of 
the great covenant is clearly forbidden in Scrip- 
ture. Acts xxvi. 22; Gal. ii. 15; Rey. xxii. 


18, 19. 
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The doctrine contained in the Baptismal 
Service that infants are regenerate by outward 
Baptism, obscures the grace of the great cove- 


nant: 


Therefore the doctrine contained in the 
Baptismal Service that infants are regenerate by 
outward Baptism, is clearly forbidden in Scrip- 


ture. 


Secondly. The Clergy are justified in omit- 
ting parts of the Baptismal Service in an eccle- 
siastical point of view, on this principle: 

“ Nothing is required of any man,” accord- 
ing to the sixth Article of the Protestant 
Church of England, “ that it should be believed 
as an Article of the Faith, or be thought 
requisite or necessary to salvation,” which is 
not “read in Holy. Scripture or proved 


thereby.” 
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The doctrine above-mentioned is not “ read 


in Holy Scripture or proved thereby.” 


Therefore the doctrine above-mentioned is 
not required of any one that it should be 
believed, &c. 


To which might be added,— 


‘¢ All erroneous and strange doctrines con- 
trary to God’s word ” are, according to the 
ordination vows of Church Ministers, to be 


“ banished and driven away ” by them. 


“ 
The doctrine above-mentioned is an erro- 
neous and strange doctrine contrary to God’s 


word : 


Therefore the doctrine above-mentioned is to 
be “banished and driven away ” by Church 


Ministers. 
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So much, my Lord, for the justifiableness of 
our proceeding in an ecclesiastical as well as in 


a scriptural point of view. 


I pass to some more of your Lordship’s ob-. 


servations. 


It is not true, my Lord, that I have “ slan- 
dered or vilified the Church.” Therefore that 
“ baseness ” which even your Lordship’s elo- 
quence cannot represent in sufficiently strong 
colours, must belong to somebody else. I 
never “ slandered the Church ” or any body in 
it; and I wish I could say that nobody in it 
had ever slandered me. Moreover, I never, as 
your Lordship seems to insinuate, asserted the 
human or denied the divine institution of the 
Christian Ministry. Nor do I deny that even 
“ evil servants ” may, by concession, and by 
virtue of an outward office, be called “ Ser- 
vants ” of Christ. Matt. xxiv. 48, 49. What 


I said was to the effect, that any men, even 
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poor uneducated men, preaching in the ob- 
scurest Dissenting Chapels, if they be taught 
of God to preach the true Gospel, belong as — 
much to the Christian Ministry as any Church- 
man or Diocesan Bishop in the Empire: and 
this I do not allow to be “ a wicked error,” but 
maintain it to be an obvious truth. As the 
Churches of Christ are continually in the New 
Testament spoken of in the plural number,— 
so there are undoubtedly true and Apostolic 
Churches of Christ in this Empire which have 
no connection with the Established Episcopacy. 
The doctrine, whether it be asserted or insinu- 
ated, that our Church is the only Apostolic 
Church in the Empire, is an indication of a 
National approximation to Popery. Nor is 
this doctrine anywhere clearly to be found in 
the Prayer Book; no, not even in those parts 
which were thrusted into it since the time of 


the blessed Reformation. 


The word translated “ Bishoprick, Office, or 
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Charge,” in Acts i. 20, has been most miser- 
ably wrested to subserve the inordinate claims 
of Gentile Episcopacy. And various publica-. 
tions have recently appeared in which that 
Church of Christ which is predestinated to 
eternal glory, is confounded with the Church 
of England. The secular interests of the 
Hierarchy have been advocated at the expense 
of true religion. Much has been attributed to 
men which belongs exclusively to divine power. 
The inward illumination of the Holy Spirit, 
producing assurance of faith in individuals, (a 
doctrine taught by prophets as well as apostles,) 
has been publicly derided. The command- 
ments of Bishops have been virtually substi- 
tuted in its room. And more power, in a 
spiritual point of view, has been attributed to 
those Bishops than ever was granted to the 
Apostle Paul himself, who expressly disclaims 
all dominion over another man’s faith. 2 Cor. 


1, 24, 
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Such principles have recently encouraged an 
attempt to confound the Gentile Epaphroditus 
with the twelve Apostles; in order to prove 
that the Office of a Diocesan Bishop is the 
same as that of the twelve Israelites sent forth 
by our Lord. Epaphroditus, it is argued, is 
spoken of in the New Testament under the 
appellation azoorohoc or apostle. Therefore 
it is asserted according to a new kind of logic, 


that Diocesan Bishops are Apostles also. 


In Phil. 11. 25, the term “ Apostle ” is used in 
its grammatical sense, as “ messenger.” Else- 
where it is used to signify members of the 
Israelitish nation, witnesses of our Lord’s re- 
surrection, commissioned in a divine and pecu- 
liar manner to preach the covenant of life to 
the Gentiles, and also to the Jews, beginning 


at Jerusalem. 


The term “ Apostle ” is used in these two 


senses on that logical principle already adverted 
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to, which permits the same word to be used 
both in a “ first ” and in a “ second intention.” 
And there is a book in which this principle is 
applied to the very word in question, I mean 
Johnson’s Dictionary. No man bowed lower 
to a Bishop than Dr. Johnson. Yet he had 
common sense enough to observe the proper 
logical distinction in this word in the course of 
his lexicographical labours. It is clear also 
that the translators of the Bible admitted the 
two-fold signification of this word. The very 
fact of their choosing to translate the word 
amostohos as applied to Epaphroditus “ Mes- 
senger ” rather than “ Apostle,’ shows that 
they put a difference between the office of any 
inferior Ministers to whom the term “ Apostle” 
or azocrvohos might casually be applied in its 
grammatical sense, and those twelve bright 
ornaments of the Church whose names are 
written on the twelve foundations of the wall of 


the New Jerusalem. Rev. xxi. 
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There was an obvious propriety, there was a 
manifest necessity in limiting the original com- 
mission to preach the Gospel to members of 
the Israelitish nation. How could Epaphro- 
ditus be included in such a commission? The 
Gentiles had not been pronounced ceremonially 
“clean.” The declaration “ He sheweth his 
word unto Jacob—he hath not dealt so with 
any nation, and as for his judgments they have 
not known them ”—had not been rescinded. 
“ Peace to them that were far off ” had not 
been formally announced. Who but Israel- 
ites could explain to the Gentiles that the veil 
of the Temple had been rent in twain from the 
top to the bottom, and that the partition wall 
between Jew and Gentile had been broken 
down? How could Gentiles hear without a 
preacher? And how could they preach unless 
sent? Rom.x. And from what nation under 
heaven should they be sent, except from that 
nation to whom alone, Rom. iii, the Oracles of 


God were committed? With what congruity 
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could the Gentile Epaphroditus be classed with 


those Israelites who were commissioned to 
preach to Jew and Gentile the resurrection of 
Jesus from the dead? It was not the office of 
a Gentile to preach Christ to a Gentile, until 
the Mosaic types and restrictions had been 
solemnly abrogated. Far less was it the office 
of a Gentile to preach Christ to a Jew. To 
communicate the first tidings of the greatest 
event that the world ever witnessed, the fulfil- 
ment of the great promise, the manifestation of 
eternal life, the substance of the Abrahamic 
covenant, the hope of the fathers, the antitype 
of ancient symbols, the theme of the Prophets, 
the triumph of the Psalms, the glory of the 
Church, the consummation on which the cove- 
nant of life itself depended, and by which it 
was ratified,—this was an honor destined not 
for a Gentile but for a Jew. Wherefore (said 
one of those distinguished Jews who was inclu- 
ded in the great commission,) of these men 


which have companied with us, must one be 
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ordained to be a witness with us of his resur- 


rection. Acts 1. 22. 


It was necessary that this event should be 
duly announced to the Gentiles; that the abro- 
gation of the Jewish rites and the accompany- 
ing commandment to baptize the Gentiles, and 
to suffer them subsequently to baptize each 
other, should be officially proclaimed. Till 
this was done, no federal connection could 
possibly subsist between the God of Israel 
and the nations of the earth, which could sanc- 
tion the admission into such a commission of a 
Gentile, who by birth, by habits, and by express 
declaration, was “ utterly separated from his 


people.” 


These important announcements having been 
duly made by the competent authorities, the 
Gentile world is pronounced “ clean.” Now 
you may call Titus, Timothy, Epaphroditus, 
and all the Servants of Christ from the least to 
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the greatest ‘“ Apostles ” in the grammatical 
sense, if you choose, provided you observe a 
clear distinction between ¢heir office and that 


of the twelve. 


I beg leave to pass to another subject. If 
your Lordship means to assert that I am in the 
receipt of emoluments which do not belong to 
me, it is an unsupported assertion. Those who 
understand the Thirty-nine Articles, (which 
happen to be sounder than many a Churchman 
wishes them to be,) may easily find that they 
fully bear me out in the principles which I am 
supporting. These principles are, that our 
Rituals require reformation: for which refor- 
mation, the sixth, nineteenth, twentieth, twenty- 
first, and thirty-fourth Articles make abundant 


provision. 


Which deserves “ excommunication ” the 
most—he who cordially and strictly adheres to 
the whole doctrinal system of the Thirty- 


E 
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nine Articles, rejecting a few phrases in 
the Rituals which cannot be reconciled with 
that system; or those who adhere to the latter, 
and reject, and even preach against the former ? 
This question I would suggest to such of my 
brethren as disapprove the principles which I 
have avowed; whom I would also affectionately 
remind of the impossibility of reconciling the 
doctrine that we are “ regenerate by means of 
outward Baptism ” with the eleventh Article, 
which teaches that we are “ justified by faith 


only.” 


“ Evil,” as the twenty-sixth Article foreboded, 
is ever “ mingled with good ” in the visible 
Church. Suffer me to observe that much 
“evil” may be found in those Canons to 


which your Lordship alludes. 


The most superficial observer can hardly fail 
to observe, that the Canons contradict the Ar- 


ticles in a very material point. 
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Let us hear the Articles. 


“ It is not lawful for the Church to ordain 
anything that is contrary to God’s word written, 
neither may it so expound one place of Scrip- 
ture, that it be repugnant to another .... As 
it ought not to decree anything against the 
same, (Holy Writ,) so, besides the same ought 
it not to enforce anything to be believed for 


necessity of salvation.” Article 20. 


** General Councils, . . . . (forasmuch as they 
be an assembly of men whereof all be not go- 
verned with the Spirit and word of God) may 
err and sometimes have erred even in things 
pertaining to God. Wherefore things ordained 
by them as necessary to salvation have neither 
strength nor authority, unless it may be declared 


that they be taken out of Holy Scripture.” 
Article 21. 


Every particular or National Church hath 
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power to ordain, change, and abolish Ceremo- 
nies or Rites of the Church ordained only by 


man’s authority, so that all things be done to 


edifying.” Article 34. 
Let us hear, on the contrary, the Canons. 


“ Whosoever shall hereafter affirm that the 
form of ....Common Prayer and adminis- 
tration of the Sacraments .... containeth 
ANYTHING in it that is repugnant to the Scrip- 
tures; let him be excommunicated zpso facto, 
and not restored, but by the Bishop of the 
place, or Archbishop, after his repentance, and 
publie*revocation of such his wicked errors.” 


Canon xi. 
Here is a manifest contradiction. 
“ We have done our best,” says the spirit of 


the Articles, “to produce a Prayer Book free 


from error. We do not pretend to be quite 
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infallible. We admit that in Churches in 
general, and in our’s in particular, something | 
may remain, through human infirmity, which 
may require alteration. If so, let it be cor- 
rected. At all events let it not be bound upon 


the consciences of men.” 


“ No,” says the spirit of the Canons! “ who- 
ever shall presume to affirm that our Prayer 
Book contains “ ANYTHING” that demands 
alteration; there is but one word for him. Let 
him be excommunicated ipso facto. What do 
I care for reasoning? What do I care for 
texts? My mode of convincing the minds of 
men, is, first, to suspend; secondly, to excom- 
municate; thirdly, to thrust you out of the 
ministry. Don’t tell me of the sufficiency of 
Scripture, or of the sufficiency of covenant 
grace. Excommunications and anathemas are 
the proper arguments to support true religion 


and liberty of conscience.” 


18 


Let it be distinctly borne in mind that the 
Articles are of more ancient date and higher 
authority, as to matters of faith, than the Ca- 
nons, as the fifth Canon itself acknowledges. 
Therefore though it may be said of the Canon 
which your Lordship quotes, “ this is the law 7” 
of King James and his Bishops in 1603, yet, 
“this is not the law ” contemplated by the 
‘Reformers who set forth the Articles in the 
preceeding century, to which Articles the fifth 
Canon itself appeals, as to an adequate autho- 


rity. 


The elaborate attempts,—the interminable 
struggles which individuals in the Church have 
made, from time to time, to explain away the 
force of the Articles, have not been sufficient 
to make their wish pass into a “ law.” They 
have, however, availed to give a just handle to 
reasoning men to observe, that the honour and 
supremacy which in the sixth Article we as- 


cribe to the Bible, is only a pretence to enable 
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us the better to enforce human traditions con- 


tradictory to the Bible. 


_ For my own part, I do not coincide in opin- 
:0n with your Lordship as to the nature of the 
pledge which I made to the Ecclesiastical Au- 
thorities at my ordination. I neither discerned 
nor suspected the artifice and iniquity of the 
Declaration of Conformity in Charles the Se- 
cond’s Act, that anti-christian snare, intended 
to make us pledge ourselves to exalt the vain 
traditions which are to be found here and there 
in the Prayer Book above the Bible, in spite of 
our previous declaration to the contrary. Ha- 
ving previously, by subscription to the Articles, 
promised to make Scripture my paramount 
guide, I am justified in throwing off, what I 
never intentionally took upon myself, the in- 
tolerable yoke of a Declaration which militates 
against that promise. In short, I consider my 
ordination as a more honest, liberal, consistent, 


protestant, and holy engagement than the Par- 
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liament of a libertine and Popish King wished 
it to be. On taking orders, I felt perfectly 
justified in believing that the Ecclesiastical Au- 
thority did not require me to make any decla- 
ration inconsistent with my subscription to the 
sixth Article: nor was I, at that time, aware of 
the unscriptural expressions in the Baptismal 
Service which I since have been compelled to 
perceive. If I rightly understand your Lord-— 
ship, you signify to me, that having made this 
discovery, it now becomes my duty (in your 
opinion) voluntarily to leave the Ministry. I, 
on the contrary, not perceiving any solid foun- 
dation for this suggestion, and conceiving the 
evil complained of to be not irremedial, hum- 
bly suggest to your Lordship, (in perfect accor- 
dance with my Ordination Vows, and with the 
Articles which I have quoted,) that a Council 
of the Clergy should be called to rectify or ex- 
punge what is unscriptural in our Services; and 
that the Legislature should be petitioned (for 


what an Act of Parliament has done, an Act of 
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Parliament can undo,) to modify the rigour of 
the Declaration of Conformity, which rigour 
was prompted by an evil motive, was directed 


to an evil end, and produces, to this day, evil 


results. 


I affectionately commit you, my Lord, to the 
boundless grace of God. I fervently pray for 
the welfare of your immortal soul; and that it 
may please the Almighty to illuminate you with 
true knowledge and understanding of his word; 
that both in your preaching and living you may: 


set it forth and shew it accordingly. 


T have the honor to be, my Lord, your Lord- 


ship’s most obedient humble servant, 


Henry ERSKINE HEAD. 


The Right Reverend 
Tuer Lorp BisHor or EXETER. 


PROTEST 
AGAINST THE ANTI-PROTESTANT TENDENCY OF 
THE BISHOP OF EXETER’S 
CHARGE TO HIS CLERGY 
IN 1839. 


Tus Protest contains the substance of 
what I should have said in the presence 
of the Bishop of Exeter and the Clergy 
at his Lordship’s last Visitation at Honi- 
ton Church, had I been permitted to 
speak. I began to speak, and did all in 
my power to proceed: but was stopped. 
by the departure of the Bishop, &c. from 
the Church. | 


ON THE BISHOP OF EXETER’S CHARGE 
TO HIS CLERGY. 


My Lorp, 


THE matter at issue between your 
Lordship and myself, is not so much a point of 
law as a point of divinity. The spirit of the 
British Laws, notwithstanding some inconsis- 
tent Statutes which require alteration, is to be 
considered as intending to exalt the doctrines 
ef Scripture above the doctrines of men. The 
sixth Article is established by Act of Parlia- 
ment: that Article declares that ‘ Whatever 
is not proved by Scripture, is not required of 


any man to be believed.” The question then 
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is what can be proved by Scripture, and what 
cannot? Here then we find that Jaw loses it- 
self in theology—and the question must be de- 
termined, not by the Counsellor, but by the 


Divine. 


According to the Thirty-nine Articles, the 
Bishops of the Church of. England have no 
right whatever to force upon men’s consciences 
doctrines which cannot be proved by Scripture. 
This is precisely what your Lordship is now 
doing by threats and intimidations. In so 
doing, my Lord, you are clearly overstepping 


the bounds of your Episcopal Authority. 


To use the phrase of Bishop Latimer, the 
authority of the Bishops of the Church of 
England, in matters of faith especially, must 
be “hedged in and ditched in. They must 
bear rule indeed; but this must be according to 
the Word of God.” 
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My Lord, I beg to observe concerning those 
tyrannical Statutes which have been quoted, in 
order to criminate me, that they are inconsis- 
tent with the sixth Article; that they are re- 
pugnant to that liberty, that religious liberty 
wherewith Christ hath made us free; that they 
are calculated to entangle the minds of men in 
a most miserable yoke of bondage; that they 
are a disgrace, and not a defence of an Estab- 
lishment,—a monument of the negligence of 
the Spiritual Peers in Parliament, whose duty it 


is, with holy jealousy, to labour to remove them. 


I humbly entreat you, my Lord, not to en- 
force them, or act upon them; but rather to 
use your influence in Parliament to promote a 
mitigation of these intolerant enactments, in 
which the string of human prerogative is 
stretched tighter than the sixth Article per- 


mits. 


It has been well observed, that we ought to 
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treat the defects of our Laws with as much 
tenderness as we would treat the wounds of a 
sick child. This is just. But there is such a 
thing as drawing out a tooth; and there is such 
a thing as cutting off a limb. In such cases of 
necessity, the firmness and dexterity of the 
surgeon must be super-added to the tenderness 
of afriend. And so it must be with regard to 


the alteration of our Laws. 


If, therefore, it be an arduous or an inconve- 
nient task which I have entreated your Lord- 
ship to undertake, it is nevertheless a necessary 
one. Anti-christian stains ought not to be 
suffered to remain on the face of our Laws and 
Establishment, merely because it is inconvenient 


to our Bishops and Clergy to wipe them away. 


My Lord, I sincerely respect your Lordship 
in many points of your administration: I res- 
pect that inflexible love of just dealing which 


you have manifested in some instances; I res- 
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pect that ardent zeal by which, doubtless, you 
mean to uphold much that is lovely and of 
good report. Nor would I withhold, nor have 
I ever intended to withhold any of the respect 
that is due to you—that respect would be in- 
ereased, if your Lordship were to endeavour to 
reform, in your place in Parliament, some of 
the oppressive enactments, some of the flagrant 


inconsistencies of our Ecclesiastical Laws. 


In the meantime, my Lord, with all due res- 
pect for your age and station; with all love for 
your person; with all tenderness for your feel- . 
ings, I entreat your Lordship, as a father, not 
to threaten Clergymen of the Church of Eng- 
land with “ excommunication,” merely because 
they refuse to lend themselves to the propaga- 
tion of doctrines contrary to Scripture, to the 
Thirty-nine Articles, and to common sense. 
These “ threatenings,’” my Lord, may remind 
us of St. Paul before his conversion, but they 


form no part of his character after he had be- 
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come an Apostle. In vain, my Lord, we ran- 
sack the histories of the twelve blessed Apos- 
tles of the Lamb of God, for a precedent for 
such intolerance and coercion of consciences. 
I implore : your Lordship not to force your 
Clergy to obscure the clear doctrines of Scrip- 
ture in order to give lustre to the doctrines of 
men. I implore your Lordship to pause before 
you openly pass that: Rubicon which consti- 
tutes the boundary between Protestantism and 
Popery. I implore your Lordship to pause 
before you avowedly abandon that great leading 
principle of a Protestant Church—the all-suffi- 
ciency of Scripture as a rule of faith. I im- 
plore your Lordship to pause before you place 
openly, avowedly, deliberately, and decidedly, 
traditions of men instead of Scripture, and the 


Sacraments instead of Christ. 


My Lord, it is no degradation to superiors to 
listen to the counsel of their inferiors. Chris- 


tian ethics demand this condescension at: your 
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hands. «All of you be subject one to an- 
other,” 1 Peter v. Naaman the Syrian listened 
to the counsel of his servants, and well was it 
for him that he did so. “ My father,” they 
said, “ you had better do so and so, for such 
and such reasons.” Other heathen officers 
might have commanded these servants to be 
cut in pieces for their temerity. Not so with 
Naaman, the regenerating grace of God appears 
to have touched his heart, therefore he paused, 
he reflected, and at length said, “ My friends, 
you say well, there is reason in what you say. 
I will follow your advice.’ This placability in 
a great heathen general is one of the most. 


amiable features in ancient history. 


On this principle, my Lord, the principle by 
which a subordinate man may sometimes offer 
his advice to his superior, I implore your Lord- 
ship for the sake of the Empire in whose 
counsels you bear a part, for the sake of the 


Gospel which you reverence, and for the sake 
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of the Establishment which you love—to lend 
a favourable ear to the counsel that I have laid 
before you: counsel which it is competent to 
me as a Church Minister to offer; counsel 
which will be no degradation to your Lordship 


to receive. 


But if your Lordship is resolved to turn a 
deaf and a contemptuous ear to all my argu- 
ments, remonstrances, public and private sug- 
gestions, protestations and entreaties; if you 
only reply “ I excommunicate you, I suspend 
you,” to all the clear testimonies of Scripture 
which I adduce ; it only remains for me humbly 
to assure your Lordship, that by the help of 
the Almighty, no menace whatever shall make 
me swerve from that Protestant pledge which I 
gave to the Ecclesiastical Authorities at my 
Ordination, that I would make Scripture my 


paramount guide. 


In conclusion, my Lord, I feel obliged to 
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protest, and do protest against your Lordship’s 
intimidating language. I protest against it as 
a palpable instance of spiritual usurpation and 
spiritual tyranny. 1 protest against it as a 
transgression of the lawful authority of a 
Bishop —contrary to liberty of conscience, 
and contrary to the principles of Protestantism : 
contrary to the spirit of the British laws, and 
contrary to the letter of the sixth Article of the 
Church: contrary to the Apostle Paul, who 
forbids you to exercise dominion over a chris- 
tian man’s faith, 2 Cor. 1.; and contrary to the 
Apostle Peter, who forbids you thus to lord it 


over God’s heritage. 1 Peter v. 


And, my Lord, I pray that the Almighty may 
show more mercy to your Lordship than your 
Lordship seems disposed to show to the free- 
born minds and heaven-born consciences of 


Britons and Christians. 


And now, Reverend Brethren, suffer me to 
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address myself to you. I will not trouble you 
with many words; I would merely say a few in 
my own defence. Misrepresentations have 
gone forth concerning me. I have been pre- 
judged. Various publications have been written 
in deprecation of my principles—whether in a 
charitable strain, or whether in a different strain 
I will not inquire: I would only remark that 
the character of haste is impressed upon them 
all; not that haste which will sometimes hurry 
a man into a few unguarded expressions in the 
heat of a just remonstrance, and in a righteous 
cause—but that haste which makes a partial 
judge unwilling to weigh and examine the de- 
fence of him whom he is pre-determined to 
condemn. 

I will give you an instance out of many. I 
received a printed letter a month ago, signed 
“ W. Spry, Rectory, Botny Fleming.” It con- 
tains no illiberal insinuations, no_ scurrilous 


epithets which supply sometimes the place of 
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argument. It began—“ Sir, I read over in 
great haste Mr. Head’s Letter to the Bishop of 
Exeter, and ¢he impression on my mind is,” &c. 
This respectable Clergyman (for such I have 
no doubt he is) candidly acknowledges that he 
did not give himself time to weigh my argu- 
ments, but that he wrote from the first crude 
impressions that presented themselves to his 


mind. 


Brethren, we are particularly forbidden to be 
hasty in judging—“ Judge nothing before the 
time.” “ Let every man be swift to hear, slow 
to speak, slow to wrath.” “ Judge not accord- 
ing to appearance ”—according to first impres- 
sions. We should in this respect, as in all 
others, imitate him whose character is drawn in 
Isaiah xi. “ He shall not judge after the sight 
of his eyes, nor reprove after the hearing of 
his ears. But with righteousness shall he 
judge the poor, and reprove with equity, for 
the meek of the earth .... And righteous- 


F 


98 


ness shall be the girdle of his loins, and faith- 
fulness shall be the girdle of his reins.” 


Brethren, suffer me to remind you of a fable. 
An ass was grazing quietly ina meadow. One 
day his owner came to him, saying, “ Make 
haste and come along—you tardy creature, 
don’t you hear that sound? it is the enemy’s 
trumpets. we shall be taken prisoners.” The 
ass replied, “ What’s that to me? What do I 
care for the enemy’s trumpet? He will make 
me carry a burden—you will make me do the 
same. What does it signify to me whether I 


carry a burden for him or for you ?” 


Brethren, the Bishop of this Diocese has 
been sounding an alarm concerning Roman 
Popery. The Right Reverend Prelate has been 
apprizing his Clergy that Her Majesty’s Go- 
vernment are patronizing Papists in Australia 
and Upper Canada; but withal the Right Re- 


verend Prelate is endeavouring to impose upon 
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our consciences as heavy a burden as any that 
a Papist could bind upon us. The Right Re- 
verend Prelate has raked up a few anti-christian - 
Statutes, virtually obsolete, because inconsis- 
tent with the general tenor of our Laws and 
Religion. By threats and intimidations drawn 
from these miserable Statutes, (which it is the 
Right Reverend Prelate’s duty in his place in 
Parliament to endeavour to rectify,) he is en-_ 
deavouring to force upon our consciences a 
burden no less intolerable than that of Popery 
itself. 


Brethren, if we, the Clergy of the Church of 
England, are to be burdened with the intoler- 
able yoke of human tradition in points of doc- 
trine, like the ass in the fable we may enquire, 
What does it signify to us whether our minds 
_ are held in bondage by the Bulls of the Bishop 
of Rome, or the threats of the Bishop of Ex- 


eter. Learn, brethren, learn to put a difference 
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between the commandments of God and the 


commandments of your Bishop. 


Your Lordship will pardon me, if I enquire, 
how it is that your Lordship omits also to 
threaten the rigid enforcement of that Statute 
of Queen Elizabeth, which awards deprivation 
to Ministers who preach doctrine contrary to 
the Thirty-nine Articles. If this Statute were 
to be enforced, the pulpit in many a Church, 
the throne in many a Cathedral would be va- 
cant. Many of our Bishops and Clergy will 
be expelled from their stations; their flocks 
will be in the same predicament as the troops 
of the Israelitish King, of whom it was said, 
“ These have no master;” the Divines of the 
Oxford school, among the rest, will certainly be 
deprived of their Benefices. Will the Sermons 
of the Reverend Gentlemen who have been so 
zealous in criminating me—will your Lordship’s. 
own Sermons bear the test of the Thirty-nine 


Articles, those fundamental principles of our 
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Church? This question, my Lord, should be 
answered to the public, before you proceed to 
those extremities which you threaten. What 
if you yourself, my Lord Bishop, can be proved 
to be liable to deprivation, under the twelfth 
Chapter of the thirteenth Statute of Queen 
Elizabeth, for preaching doctrine contrary and 
repugnant to the Thirty-nine Articles? I my- 
self have heard your Lordship preach doctrine 
both contrary and repugnant to the eleventh 
Article, which teaches that we are “ justified 
by faith only.” I have heard your Lordship 
‘preach contrary to the seventeenth Article, 
which teaches the indefectible security of the 
saints of God. Other discrepencies between 
your Lordship’s preaching and the Thirty-nine 
Articles, might be pointed out. Shew then, 
my Lord, to other men, that toleration which 


you need yourself. 


That your Lordship should be prosecuted 
for these discrepencies is what I by no means 
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desire. If any calamity were to befal your 
Lordship, no man in the diocese would mourn 
for it more than I should. All disaffection to 
your Lordship’s person—all impatience of your. 
Lordship’s authority I disclaim. I have denied 
a Bishop’s right to glorify a scarlet colored 
throne at the expence of the gospel; to terrify 
timid men into an unholy subjection; and to 
push away the doctrines of the Bible to make 
room for the doctrines of men; but I do not 
deny his lawful authority. Accordingly, here I 
stand, in all due subjection, to answer any com- 
plaints against me in your Lordship’s presence. 
Let me anticipate some of these complaints, by 
observing tbat 1 have made no secret of my 
opinions concerning certain passages in the 
Baptismal Service. It was suggested to me 
long ago that I should procure these Services 
to be performed by a Curate, that I might thus 
escape the anti-christian rigour which I have - 
already spoken of. But I felt and feel that 


I do not need this expedient in such a righ- 
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teous cause. As long as I am Rector of Feni- 
ton, and do the duties of the Parish, I will, by 
the help of the Almighty, perform the Bap- 
tisms myself, and in a manner consistent with 
His Word, and with the general tenor of my 


Ordination Vows. 


Really, my Lord, one would suppose, from 
your Lordship’s language, that it is abject 
“‘ baseness ” to preach against error, and good 


Churchmanship to uphold it. 


A Protestant Bishop, one would suppose, 
would open the Bible, and say to his Clergy, 
“ T require you to preach these doctrines, be- 
cause they are in this holy book;” but your 
Lordship opens the Prayer Book, and you say 
to. your Clergy, “ These are the doctrines to 
which you have subscribed; preach against 


them at your peril.” 


Now in order to shew that your Lordship 
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lays an anti-Protestant stress upon some points 
of the Prayer Book, and that we, the Clergy, 
are justified in preaching against error, even 
though that error be found in the Prayer Book 
itself, I beg leave to refer to Ordination Vows 


one and three, and Article six.— 


“‘ Are you persuaded that the holy Scriptures 
contain sufficiently all doctrine required of ne- 
cessity for eternal salvation, through faith in 
Jesus Christ. And are you determined, out of 
the said Scriptures, to instruct the people com- 
mitted to your charge, and to teach nothing (as 
required of necessity to eternal salvation) but 
that which you shall be persuaded may be con- 
cluded and proved by the Scripture ?—I am so 


persuaded,” &c. 


«Will you be ready, with all faithful dili- 
gence, to banish and drive away all erroneous 
and strange doctrine, contrary to God's Word? 
&e.—I will,” &c. 
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** Holy Scripture containeth,” &c. &c. “ So 
that whatever is not read therein, nor can be 
proved thereby, is not required of any man 
that it should be believed,” &c. &c. 


On this principle I have acted, do act, and 
by the help of God will continue to act, not in 
theory but in practice—not in pretence, my 


Lord, but in truth. 


My Lord, the question between us is, Is the 
Bible our rule of faith or not? I stand on the 
Protestant principle that it is: and, by the 
grace of God, I will stand fast. How far your 
Lordship’s language is calculated to produce 
disaffection to Her Most Gracious Majesty, our 
beloved Queen, God bless her—How far you 
understand your own meaning, my Lord, in 
what your Lordship affirms of the Sacraments 
I have not enquired. I have only protested 
against your unholy attempts to coerce and in- 
timidate Ministers of the truth in the discharge 
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of their duty. And as to the consequences of 
thus protesting—“ The Lord is my light and 
my salvation, whom then shall I fear. Th. 
Lord is the strength of my heart, of whom 


shall T be afraid.” Psalm xxvii. 


Henry ERsKINE HEAD. 


Blea eR 
10 THE RIGHT REVEREND THE 
LORD BISHOP OF LONDON, 
ON HIS LORDSHIP’S OPPOSITION TO THE 
PROPOSED REFORMATION 


OF THE 


LAWS OF CLERICAL SUBSCRIPTION. 


ON CLERICAL SUBSCRIPTION. 


Rectory, Feniton, June 8, 1840. 


My Lorp, 


I uuMBLY beg leave to address a few 
words to your Lordship on your Lordship’s 
recent opposition to the Protestant petition 
presented by his Grace the Archbishop of 
Dublin. Sentiments which closed a Debate ot 
such importance to the Reformation of the 
National Church, and which have met with no 


reply that I am aware of, require a closer 
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examination than appears to have been be- 


stowed upon them. 


An eminent Person with whom [I lately had 
the honour of holding some correspondence, 
observed to me that “ the damnatory clauses of 
the Athanasian Creed are held in aversion by 
many pious Christians, and by many of the 
most zealous supporters of the National 


Church.” 


This important (though obvious) remark 
should be considered with reference to its 
bearing upon the case of Candidates for Offices 
of trust in the Church of England, who are 
required to “ declare their unfeigned assent 
and consent to all and every thing (the damna- 
tory clauses, &c. &c. included) in the Book of 


Common Prayer.” 


We may offer plausible arguments in-favour 


of the retention of such declarations. But 
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what says Scripture to such declarations? 
““ Cease to do evil, loose these bands of wick- 
edness, undo these heavy burthens, and break 


these spiritual yokes.” Isa. vin. 6. 


Every reasonable person will acknowledge 
that with all its excellencies, which are not 
small or few, human imperfections are to be 
found in the Prayer Book. These imperfections 
are held up every day more and more to public 
view, not only unanswerably, but unmercifully ; 
not in the spirit of reform, but of change; 
not by those who deal in herbs, but by those 
who deal in iron; not by physicians who would 
cure, but by combatants who would conquer; 
not by lapyx, tucking up his tunic to'assuage 
and soothe, but by Entellus, grasping his 
gauntlet to kill and wound. Modern improve- 
ments are cherishing the spirit of inquiry. 
The Post-office and the Railroads lend their aid. 
Pamphlets, full of strictures and criticisms on 


the faults of our Rituals, are fiying through 
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the length and breadth of the land. Meetings 
are held. The Church Canons, and other 
Kcclesiastical Laws, are brought to the test of 
common sense. Opponents, not ignorant of 
polemics, and exasperated by many an overt act 
of Ecclesiastical exclusiveness, are assailing our 
vulnerable points—and the worst of their argu- 
ments is, that they are just,—I mean as far as 


regards the Laws of Subscription. 


On the other hand, the champions of the 
Church, for the most part, avert their eyes from 
those things which imperatively demand their 
attention. The Archbishop of Canterbury 
asserts that there is nothing in our Rituals to 
give offence to any denomination of Christians ; 
or some such reckless assertion, which his 
Grace never appears to have retracted. Many 
of our Preachers are so busy in preaching the 
Establishment, that they have no time to re- 
pair its breaches; and many more surrender 


their minds and judgments to the Oxford tract 
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writers,—men as much opposed to the true 
gospel of Christ, the “ faith which was once 
delivered to the saints,” as the idolators in Eze- 
kiel worshipping their idols, and turning their 


backs upon the Temple of the Lord. 


What is to be feared for the Church of Eng- 
land is, not that gold should depart from her 
coffers, but that the leanness of Popery should 
enter into her soul; and that the alarms which 
menace her from without should stimulate the 
concentration of mendacity, my Lord, which 


ferments within. 


‘The conventional signification of the term 
‘“¢ Protestantism,” is adherence to the Bible 
alone; that of “ Popery,” adherence to tradi- 
tion. According to this interpretation of the 
term, the Church of England seems to be 
rapidly receding from the former, and advancing 
towards the latter. The most feasible mode of 


checking this retrograde course, and carrying 
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out the principles of Protestantism which are 
interwoven in her constitution, (for, in spite of 
her friends, she is a Protestant Church,) will be, 
I do not say radically to correct the errors in 
our Rituals, &c., for that, owing to its extreme 
difficulty, is perhaps rather to be wished for 
than attempted,—but to neutralize them by 
modifying such anti-Protestant and stringent 
declarations as that which is found in Charles 
the Second’s Act of Parliament, on the princi- 
ple of “fas est et ab hoste doceri.” For the 
power of such declarations in giving the human 
mind a bias towards the most erroneous conclu- 
sions, though it may escape our observation, 
my Lord, does not escape the observation of 


our opponents. 


It fares ill with the Clergyman who speaks of 
the weak parts of the Establishment, with a 
view to their emendation. He may point to 
the black rock of apostasy to which the Church 
(like the ship in the Arabian tale) is drawn 
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every day nearer—in vain. He is sure to be 
censured, to say the least, as one that steps out 
of his sphere. So, when the ship’s carpenter 
reported to his Commander, before it was too 
late, that the Royal George was sinking, he was 
haughtily repulsed, as one that had presumed 
to dictate to his superior ; his advice was 
derided, and the gallant ship sank beneath the 


Waves. 


Such censures, however, are not confined to 
the inferior Ministers of the Church. Two of 
her Prelates, the Archbishop of Dublin and the 
Bishop of Norwich, have called the attention 
of the public to the question of modifying the 
terms of Clerical Subscription —a measure 
which strikes at the root of much that is evil 
in the Establishment, and promises to promote 
its enlargement, reformation, and_ stability. 
But have they—has the Bishop of Norwich 
especially, received the thanks of his brethren 


for his patriotic exertion in this righteous 
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cause? Yes—such thanks as the generous 
men of Judah awarded their deliverer, when 
they gave him bound into the hand of the 
enemy at Ramoth Lehi. 


The Bishop of Norwich had asserted (and 
the assertion is corroborated by the first Ordi- 
nation vow in the Ordination Service), that the 
Church was founded on liberty of conscience 


and private judgment. 


This Protestant principle, however, is strenu- 
ously opposed by one loaded by the nation 
with honours and emoluments, in consideration 
of his maintaining this very principle—I mean 


the Bishop of London. 


“ Now he (the Bishop of London—I quote 
from a newspaper favourable to your Lordship 
and unfavourable to the Bishop of Norwich) 
had always supposed that the Church was 
founded on truth—(Hear, hear)—that it was 
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the depository of the truth, and that it was its 
duty to interpret those truths, &c. &c. ..... 
It had also to teach authorized expositions 
through Catechisms and certain forms of 
faith.” 


It is clear that your Lordship means to deny, 
notwithstanding the authority of the first Ordi- 
nation vow, the principle of liberty of con- 
science. What your Lordship means to assert 
is not quite so clear, by reason of the equivocal 
nature of the term “ Church.” Your Lord- 
ship’s meaning, however, evidently amounts to 
this, that the Laity and the Clergy are not 
authorized to make their own inferences from 
Scripture ; but that instead of the doctrines of 
Scripture, they must, in some instances, receive 
those doctrines which the Dignitaries of the 
Church find it convenient, my Lord, to incul- 


cate, or fear to deny. 


If Protestantism be advocated on these Po- 
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pish principles, the Papists, my Lord, will soon 
have the best of the argument. Your Lordship 
makes some just observations on the inexpedi- 
ency of altering the Thirty-nine Articles, which 
the Bishop of Norwich also had admitted. 
But your Lordship observes, “ A subscription 
to its Articles (the Thirty-nine) was not required 
from all its members; it was merely demanded 
from the Ministers as a security against error. 
He hoped, therefore, they should never lose the 
use or the Articles.” (Hear, hear.) &c. &c. 


Here is an insinuation that “ losing the use 
of the Articles ” would result from a modifi- 
cation of the terms of Subscription. ‘This is a_ 
conclusion which by no means follows. Many 
Prelates have advocated the latter, who have 
been as able to appreciate the former as your 
Lordship. The Articles indeed were “ in use ” 
before that unholy innovation (for it is an inno- 
vation) of stringent Subscription was super- 


added. Our ancestors saw what your Lordship 
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seems slow to perceive, namely, that it is one 
thing to recommend these Articles to the Can- 
didate for Holy Orders, and another thing to 
say to him—-“ You shall subscribe to them or 
you shall not be ordained.” Nor is there any- 
thing in the passage which your Lordship 
quotes from the writings of Burke, which in 
the least degree militates against this modifica- 
tion of Subscriptory tests. Moreover, it is 


reported of your Lordship’s speech— 


“* He knew that an immense and preponder- 
ating majority of the Clergy and Laity desired 
that no alterations should take place... 
Amongst the Laity, as well as the Clergy, there 
was a strong indisposition to meddle with the 


Formularies of the Church.” 


This is a disputable point. The question 
ought not thus to be hushed up. The just 
demands of British subjects are not to be 


withheld from them, nullo certamine, because 
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they are unpleasing to a Bishop or a party. 
Will this vast “ majority ” of the Laity suffer 
the Clergymen of their parishes to say to them, 
‘“‘ T have subscribed to such and such doctrines, 
therefore you must believe them?” Such is 
the logic to which your Lordship’s opinions 
will inevitably lead. The thing should be 
fairly put to the vote before it can be confi- 
dently assumed that the Nation at large depre- 
- cates the correction of what is erroneous in our 
Formularies. Admitting, however, the assump- 
tion in its full force, it proves nothing at all. 
For if it be true that there are errors in our 
Formularies, (and true it is,) then the “ strong 
indisposition ” to correct them, which your 
Lordship alleges to prevail among the “ Clergy 
and Laity,” is no reason against their being 
corrected. For the Ministers of Christ are not 
to consult the dispositions or indispositions of 
the multitude, but the truths of Scripture. 
And these are to be “ contended for ” (Jude 3) 


more than secular grandeur, my Lord, or con- 
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venience. The Galatians manifested no doubt 
‘a strong indisposition ” to have their favourite 
theories “ meddled with.” But the Apostle 
_ Paul sharply rebuked those theories, without 
pausing to consider whether he was in the 
“majority ” or minority. The immediate ques- 
tion, however, is not the alteration of the For-. 
mularies, but the alteration of the terms: of 


Subscription. Moreover— 


“ He (the Bishop of London) thought that 
if they were to permit a Clergyman, declaring 
that he subscribed to the Articles, ev animo, to 
take them in any sense he pleased, they might 
as well permit him not to subscribe to them 
at all.” 


Now the fact is, the Clergy do “ take them 
in any sense they please.” The great giant 
who was shut up in a little box—M_ilton’s an- 
gels, which were all of a sudden transformed 
into pigmies, suffered less in their corporeal 
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dimensions than the Articles suffer in their 
grammatical sense. They are made to be, con- 
trary to their own nature, so wonderfully and 
notoriously elastic, as to suit the creed of every 
Clergyman in the Queen’s Dominions, from 
the stumbling Pelagian to the supralapsarian 


Calvinist. 


Yet your Lordship would have us believe that 
rigorous Subscription is a “ security against er- 
ror.” This your Lordship will not find easy to 
prove. It might be easier to show that the 
abolition of rigorous Subscription would be a 


° against endless prevarications and 


“ security * 
perversions of plain language. Against what 
“ error ” has rigorous Subscription ever proved 
a “security?” Which of us has ever been 
hindered by rigorous Subscription from blun- 
dering in many points of doctrine? To pre- 
serve the Articles reverently in the Prayer | 
Book is one thing—to exert rigorous Subscrip- 


tion to them is another. These two things are 
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perfectly distinct. If any of us have been 
benefited by the Articles, this has been owing, 
not to our having rivetted them upon ourselves 
with oaths and adjurations, but to the blessed 
influence of the Eternal Spirit, who has gradu- 
ally developed to our minds and hearts the 


inestimable system of doctrine they contain. 


The truth is, that that principle of private 
judgment which your Lordship so strenuously 
deprecates 7s embraced and and acted upon 
every day, even by those who disavow it. On 
the principle of private judgment and liberty 
of conscience, every Clergyman gives his own 
interpretation of the Articles. So obviously 
necessary is this principle in the Ministerial 
Office, that it wi// show and exert itself maugre 
all Subscriptions, and every thing that can be 
said or done against it. Hence it is to be in- 
ferred, that that which is acted upon by gene- 
ral connivance, should be openly recognised as 


an established principle. This is just and rea- 
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sonable. He who is fit to be admitted fo the 
Sacred Office, is fit to be trusted to ear his 


own interpretations. 


And, if he seek the teaching of the Eternal 
Spirit, these interpretations will become more 
and more disentangled from error, and the in- 
dividual will “ wax riper in his ministry.” Is- 
norance in many points of Christian doctrine is 
to be expected in young Ministers, pardoned in 
aged ones, and tolerated im all. We raise the 
standard of spiritual attainment too high, if 
we Insist on a very great degree of light m 
Candidates for Holy Orders. Willmgness to 
learn might supply its place. Your Lordship 
observes, “ No man was forced to eat the bread 
of the Church.—(Hear, hear.) A man ought 
to be so well versed in what he should have to 
do .... that when the time of Ordination 
came, he ought to subscribe the Articles with 
a clear conscience, or not at all—(Hear, hear.) 


This was an abundant censure of the doctrine, 
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That the sense of the obligation of Subscrip- 
tion of the Articles ought to be expanded.— 
(Hear, hear.) It was now the question whether 
they ought to alter the Articles of Subscription 
or not.” I should like to know how many of 
the Clergy have “ clear consciences ” mm this 
respect. If your Lordship means to predicate 
what your Lordship calls “ clear consciences * 
of all the subscribers to the Articles—if your 
Lordship means to intimate that the majority 
of the Clergy who subscribe, actually under- 
stand at the time of subscription the system 
of doctrine from the ninth to the seventeenth 
Article inclusive, your Lordship exhibits to the 
public the picture of a state of things utterly 
inconsistent with reality and truth. But if 
your Lordship means simply that the Clergy 
ought to subscribe with a clear conscience— 
that is, with a competent understanding and 
approbation of the scope of the doctrine to 
which they assent, your Lordship advocates a 
system of pernicious rigour, which was neither 
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required nor practised in the primitive Church. 
I allude, for instance, to the account given of 
Apollos in the Acts of the Apostles. He had 
subscribed to no Articles, yet this omission did 
not hinder him from learning “ the way of God 
more perfectly,’ and thus, from correcting, at a 
period subsequent to the commencement of his 
mimstry, those blunders into which he had fal- 
len, from his imperfect knowledge of Scripture. 
This is a clear example, that where “ strong 
meat,” cannot be administered by reason of 
the ignorance of the Preacher, “ milk ” may be 
profitably received at his hands. The exis- 
tence of National Churches depends ina great 
measure on their admission of this principle. 
The doctrine to be preached to the public is 
wodurotdos, (Eph. ii. 10,) or multiform. The 
pastures which the Gospel affords are various, 
and suited to different degrees of spiritual 
light. In these pastures the Candidates for 
the Ministerial Office, when once launched 


forth by Ordination, should be left to range at 
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liberty, not coerced by the hedges and ditches 
of an over-stringent system of Subscription, 
but committed with affectionate prayers to the 
teaching and guidance of the great Shepherd 
of Israel, who, though we mistrust him, never’ 
fails to feed his flock. 


Illiberal suspicions, vexatious difficulties, con- 
tradictory doctrines, and insuperable tests, an- 
swer no good purpose, and never were the 
invention of the Apostles, who were generous 
and confiding, communicative and tolerant, and 
accustomed to give the right-hand of fellowship 
to all who loved the Lord Jesus Christ in sin- 
cerity, and who desired to preach his word. 
This has been perceived by some ‘of our 


Bishops. 
What says Bishop Burnet ? 


“The requiring Subscription to the Thirty- 


nine Articles isa great imposition .... I think 


128 


it a better way to let such matters continue to 
be still the standard of doctrine, with some few 
corrections .... The greater part subscribe 
without ever examining them; and others do 
it, though they can hardly satisfy their con- 
ciences about some things in them.” “ Our 
worship is the perfectest .... yet the correc-. 
tions .... would bring in the much greater 
part of the Dissenters to the communion of 
the Church; and are in themselves desirable, 
though there were not a Dissenter in the Na- 
tion. I do wish, and I will pray for it as long 
as I live, that some regard may be had to these 


scruples.” &c. 
And what says Bishop Stillingfleet ? 


“ Whether a solemn using the Liturgy, and 
approbation and promise of the use of it, may 
not be sufficient, instead of the late form of 
declaring their assent and consent, which hath 


heen so much scrupled by our brethren ? 
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These .... I suppose, may be granted with- 


out detriment or dishonour to our Church.” 


It is much to be prayed for, my Lord, that 
some of that wisdom which appears in the 
remarks of these Right Reverend Prelates 
should be poured from on high upon the Heads 
of the Church. 


In conclusion, I would remark that a more 
righteous adjustment of the law of Subscrip- 
tion (the only point I would at present contend 
for) needs not afford any precedent for any 
alteration in our formularies, far less in our 
Articles; that on the supposition that “all and 
every thing in the Book of Common Prayer ” 
is strictly in accordance with Scripture, the 
exaction of the declarations of “ unfeigned 
assent and consent” to it is wrong nevertheless, 
as there are many truths which are not at all 
times perceived, even by true Christians, and 
Scripture is always tender, and Christ himself 
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is tender of forcing upon his disciples doctrines” 
which are beyond their strength—“ I have 
many things to say unto you, but ye cannot 
bear them now,” John xyi.; that, on the con- 
trary, and more probable supposition, that 
there may be found something erroneous in the 
Prayer Book (which is a human compilation, 
and in some respects the production of discor- 
dant minds), the impropriety of the declaration 
is still more obvious; that in either case it is 
the duty of the Church of England, come what 
may, to take the necessary steps for effecting 


this reformation, and to leave the results with 


God. 


When the proposal for a new translation of 
the Bible was made in the time of His Majesty 
King James the First, it gave great displeasure 
to the Bishop of London (your Lordship’s 
predecessor). It happened, however, to please 
the King. 
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And it is owing to the Interposition of 
Royal athbrity, overruling Prelatical opposi- 
tion, that we are indebted, under Divine Provi- 
dence, for the inestimable translation which we 


have at present. 


The evil which presses now is very consider- 
able. 


I have no hesitation, my Lord, in asserting, 
that it is barely possible for any man having a 
clear view of the leading principles of Scripture, 
to remain in the Church of England as a 
Minister; and guite impossible for such a man 
to enter it as a Minister, owing to the stringency 
of Clerical Subscription. This is the fact, 
though, of course, it will be denied with the 
utmost virulence by those who are interested, 


my Lord, im concealing the truth. 


The Queen in Council (I speak from good 
authority) ought to be addressed on the present 
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occasion—addressed with all reverential loyalty 
and submission—by a humble petition, praying 
that a general promise of conformity to the 
Liturgy, &c. be substituted for the stringent 


declarations now in use. 


And may God preserve her Most Gracious 
Majesty. 


I have the honour to be, my Lord, your 


Lordship’s most obedient, humble Servant, 
Henry Erskine Heap. 


The Right Reverend 
Tur Lorp Bisuor or Lonpon. 


A LETTER 
TO THE MOST REVEREND THE 
ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY. 
HUMBLY SUGGESTING A REVISION OF 
THE CONFIRMATION SERVICE, 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE 
‘* ERRONEOUS AND STRANGE DOCTRINE ” 


WHICH IT CONTAINS. 


ON THE CONFIRMATION SERVICE. 


Rectory, Feniton, Sept. 25, 1840. 


My Lorp ArcHBISHOP, 


Tue Archbishop of Dublin is reported 
to have said in the House of Lords that “ the 
Reformers of the Church of England did not 
lock up the door of Reformation and bury the 
key.” The third Ordination Vow corroborates 
his Grace’s observation. That part of our 
Ordination engagement requires us to “ banish 
and drive away ALL erroneous and strange doc- 


trine contrary to God’s word.” 


136 
I hope I shall be excused if I insist much 
upon these principles, and upon this engage- 
ment, as a warrant for what I am about to say 
—the rather that your Grace also when pressed 
on a recent occasion, is reported to have pleaded 
the general tenor of your official engagement 


as a reason for your disregarding minor points. 


There is a great difference between repairing 
a house and pulling it down. To expose faults 
in an Establishment with a view to their eman- 
dation,—is no sin against the Establishment 
itself. The Record Newspaper for example, 
publishes the names of Clergymen who attend 
balls and races, not from hostility to the indivi- 
duals, or to the Establishment: but “ in order 
to extirpate the evil.”” I beg to have the honor 
of laying before your Grace and the public, 
the faults in the Confirmation Service (a greater 
evil than balls and races) for the self-same 


reason. 
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In opening the Confirmation Service, the 
Bishop, with much appearance of awful solem- 
nity, calls upon the assembled multitudes, de- 


manding their assent to the following question:— 


“Do ye here” says the Bishop “in the 
presence of God and of this congregation, 
renew the solemn promise and vow that was 
made in your name .... ACKNOWLEDGING 
YOURSELVES BOUND fo believe and to do ALL 
those things which your Godfathers and God- 
mothers then undertook for you?” The an- 


swer prescribed is, “ I do!!!” 


My Lord, there is No warrant in Scripture 
for our “ acknowledging ourselves BouND ” by 
vows made by other people for us in our infancy, 
let those vows be what they will. The thing is 
contrary to common sense. It is a greater 
“ mockery ” than that which your Grace re- 
cently deprecated in the matter of National 


Education. How can John promise that Tho- 
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mas shall believe that which John himself 
possibly is far from believing? How can 
Richard promise that Robert shall do that 
which Richard himself possibly is far from even 
attempting to do? Or supposing John and 
Richard to be believers and doers, how can 
their vows and promises thwart the purposes of 
the Almighty, if it should please Him to suffer 
the subsequent actions of the smiling infants 
to resemble those of Nero, Tiberius, and Cali- 
gula, or their faith that of Julian, Porphyry, 
and Voltaire? In what part of Scripture, my 
Lord, is it written that those “ who were dead 
in trespasses and sins ” are, were, or can be 
“ quickened ” by the promises of sponsors ? 
It is the divme Saviour who performs this 
wonderful work, Eph. 1.1, which our sponsorial 
foolery seeks to throw into utter confusion. I 
am far from speaking lightly of the office of 
sponsor, properly considered. The promise of 
sponsors fo teach a child is reasonable: the 


promise which Godfathers and Godmothers 


& 
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make for a child or in the name of a child, is 
one of those “ profane and old wives’ fables ” 
which an inspired Apostle requires all Christian 
Ministers to “ refuse.” 1 Tim. iv. 7. I call it 
‘‘an old wives’ fable ” as being replete with 
absurdity. I call it “ profane ” as savouring of 
disregard to the third Commandment. On the 
word of a Christian | declare to your Grace, that 
the term God-father and God-mother so grates 
upon my ear that I cannot brig my tongue to 
pronounce it. Exod. xx. 7; Zech. v.4. The 
ancient church of Geneva made a proper esti- 
mate of the sponsorial engagement. The 
sponsors were enjoined not to “ promise for,” 
but to teach the child in such plain and intelli- 
gible words as these. “ Quoniam*admittendus 
est hic infans in Ecclesiam Christianam, spon- 
detis quum ad etatem judicii prudenticque 
compotem pervenerit, eum vos doctrina que a 
populo Dei recepta et probata est instructuros 


. spondetis igitur vos daturos operam ut 
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omni hac disciplina instruatur .... eum pre- 


terea hortabimini ” &e. &c. 


To say nothing of the utter absurdity of the 
vow itself to which the Confirmation Service 
alludes, which places faith, the peculiar distinc- 
tion of the children of promise (John vi. 65; 
Rom. ix. 8; Gal. ii. 9; Col. i. 27) within the 
grasp of every baptized person—to say nothing 
of the inconsistency of this vow with the tenth 
Article, which teaches that we have no power 
to “ do¥* works acceptable unto God without 
the grace of God by Christ preventing us ”— 
there is no sanction or shadow of a shade of a 
sanction in Scripture, for the practice of pro- 
mising by proxy, whether in infancy, adoles- 
cence, or decrepitude. On the contrary—it is 
clearly forbidden in these words—“ Better it is 
that thou shouldest not vow, than that thou 
shouldest vow and not pay.” Kecles.v.5. This 


* Those who are inclined to be too liberal of sponsorial 
promises ought to study the tenth Article with attention. 
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doctrine, therefore, is “ erroneous and strange, 


and contrary to God’s word.” 


Has John Thorogood been put in prison 
by Ecclesiastical Courts, and sneered at as a 
pseudo-martyr by Ecclesiastical persons, for 


resisting such doctrines as these ? 


If the interests of the Clergy, Bishops, and 
Aristocracy require these doctrines to be 
gravely, solemnly, and unblushingly enforced, 
—sure I am, that common sense, religion, and 
the TRUE interests of the Church of England 
require them to be speedily and indignantly 


“ banished and driven away.” 


The Bishop proceeds to assume and to 
assert (in a prayer to the Almighty) that the 
“almighty and everlasting God has vouch- 
safed to regenerate ” the hundreds, thousands, 
and tens of thousands to whom his Lordship 


is an utter stranger, save that they throng to 
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him for Confirmation in his triennial progress 
through the Diocese, “ by water and the Holy 
Ghost, and has given unto them FORGIVENESS 
OF ALL THEIR SINS.” This rash appeal to 
the Almighty,—this reckless ascription of the 
peculiar distinctions of the Abrahamic cove- 
nant to multitudes of whom the Bishop knows 
NOTHING, is also “ erroneous and strange doc- 


trine, contrary to God’s word.” 


We next find the Bishop, without any hesi- 
tation, explanation, or qualification, “ certify- 


? in the same heedless and indiscriminate 


ing ” 
manner, these vast multitudes, “ by the sign ” 
of the laying on of his own hands “ of the divine 


favour and gracious goodness towards them.” 


To what does this liberal assurance of divine 
favour, certified by the laying on of Episcopal 
hands, refer? - It is difficult, it is impossible to 
declare. We do not need the laying on of 
hands to “ certify ” us that the Lord is good to 
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all, and that his tender mercies are over all his 
works: for he never “left himself without 
witness ” of this universal exercise of “ gra- 
cious goodness,” as St. Paul testifies Acts xiv. 
17. We do not need the laying on of hands 
to authorize us to worship the God of Israel, 
as Gentiles, without the susception of the Mo- 
saic ceremonial: for this point was shewn long 
ago to the Apostle Peter by a heavenly vision 
(for he was slow to believe it) again and again. 
We do not need the laying on of hands to as- 
sure us of a personal interest in the covenant 
of life: for Tu1s cannot be “ certified ” to us 
by any “sign” which his Lordship, or his 
Grace, or his Holiness, have ever yet been able 
to invent. The proper “ sign ” of the divine 
favour, in this point of view, 1s the seal of the 
Eternal Spirit. Eph.1.13; Gal. iv.6; 1 John 
ii. 27. “ Heresy know we that we dwell in 
him, and he in us, because he hath given us of 
his Spirit.” 1 John iv. 13. Or if we would 


have another “ sign ” we have it in the same 
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Epistle. “ Whoso keepeth his word, in him 
verily is the love of God perfected: HEREBY 
know we that we are in him.” 1 Johnii.5. All 
other “ signs” are dangerous and doubtful. If 
too much be made of the “ imposition ” of 
hands,—it becomes “an imposition,” my Lord, 
in more senses than one. “ Other foundation 
can no man lay than that is laid which is 
Jesus Christ.” 1 Cor. i. 2. And all pro- 
phets and dreamers of dreams who attempt to 
do so, ought to be opposed, as the Apostle 
Paul both by precept and example instructs us. 
“They seemed to be somewhat,” says the truth- 
telling and world-despising Apostle, “ Wuar- 
SOEVER THEY WERE, IT MAKETH NO MATTER 


To ME.” Gal. i. 6. 


The phrase of “ certifying them by this sign 
(the laying on or imposition of hands) of thy 
favour and gracious goodness towards them,” 
being incapable of clear solution (as many 


tedious discourses have evinced) ought accor- 
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ding to the principles of the Church of Eng- 


land, to be “ banished and driven away.” 


I do not deny that the ceremony of laying 
on of hands (though far less significant now 
than it was when practised by the apostles, the 
express messengers of Jehovah, commissioned 
by him to preach the abolition of Jewish ex- 
clusiveness, and the removal of every outward 
obstacle to Gentile worship) may be used with 
propriety in Gentile churches, to this day. I 
believe it admissible and proper for the Bishop | 
of a Diocese for instance, to lay hands on those 
who desire to make a public confession of 
faith, thus indicating the individuals for whom 
he offers up his prayer. In short I do not 
suggest the abolition, but only the reformation 
of what we call “the Confirmation Service.” 
In the meantime young people, if they had 
indeed attained “ discretion ” would be con- 
TENT WITH SUCH CONFIRMATION AS THOSE 
WHO HAVE RESIDED AMONG THEM AND HAVE 


H 
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PREACHED THE GOSPEL TO THEM CAN ADMI- 


NISTER. 


But I pass from these general considerations 
to a matter of business.—As the Bishop of this 
Diocese is now again about to hold public Con- 
firmations in this neighbourhood, I (as Rector 
of a Parish within your Grace’s province) have 
the honor of signifying to your Grace, that I 
feel OBLIGED BY MY ORDINATION Vows, to 
decline, for the future, with all due respect for 
the Bishop of the Diocese, any instrumentality 
‘in causing the attendance of any of my Parish- 
ioners at public Confirmations—as long as the 
Confirmation Service shall be used in its'pre- 
sent state. I feel it incumbent upon me to 
“adopt this method of “ banishing and driving 
away those erroneous and strange doctrines ” 
which I have mentioned, from the minds of 


my parishioners. 


It has been said to me “ You object to this 
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and that: THEREFORE leave the Church.” 
Reasoners who argue from such premises to 
such conclusions are far from taking a cool, 
dispassionate, just, and comprehensive view of 
a Church of England Minister’s Ordination 
engagement. If it had been said to me at my 
Ordination “Will you cease to be a Minister of 
the Church of England if in the course of 
your studies you find anything in its Rituals 
that you disapprove,” there would be no impro- 
priety in saying to me “ Leave the Church.” 
But since THE VERY REVERSE OF THIS was 
said to me,—since it was said to me “ Will you 
make sCRIPTURE your study,—will you teach 
NOTHING but which you shall be persuaded 
may be proved from Scripture,—and will you 
banish and drive away ALL erroneous and 
strange doctrines which are contrary to God’s 
word?” I answer now, what I answered then 
“J will.” The venerable Bishop who ordained 
me wound up his ministration by putting the 


BisteE into my hands, and saying to me 
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“Take thou authority to PREACH THE WORD 
or Gop.” To tTuis engagement I did and do 
hope to be faithful “the Lord being my 


helper.” 


I have the honor to be my Lord Archbishop, 


your Grace’s most obedient, humble Servant, 


Henry Erskine HEAD. 


His Grace 
Tue ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY. 


&c. &C. 


A LETTER 
TO THE 
Most Rev. The ARCHBISHOPS, 
AND TO THE 
Rt. Rev. The BISHOPS, 

WHO HAVE SEATS IN PARLIAMENT, 
WITH REFERENCE TO THEIR LORDSHIPS’ 
RECENT REFUSAL 
TO ABATE THE UNREASONABLE RIGOUR OF 


CLERICAL SUBSCRIPTION. 


ON CLERICAL SUBSCRIPTION. 


Rectory, Feniton, Oct. 18, 1840. 


My Lorps, 


I HUMBLY crave, that which Scripture 
abundantly sanctions,— permission to address 
a few words to your Lordships—with reference 
to your Lordships’ recent refusal to abate the 


rigour of Clerical Subscription. 


My Lords, the late Bishop of Winchester, 
Dr. Tomline, was tutor to the son of a Noble- 


man. Therefore he was made a Bishop, and 
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became—a very rich man. He requited the 
Nation who had lavished upon him tens of 
thousands and hundreds of thousands, clothing 
him in purple and fine linen,—by “ refuting ” 
Apostolic truth, and by explaining away the 
plain, obvious, and grammatical sense of the 
Articles to which he subscribed, but which he 
NEVER understood. His “ Charges,” his pre- 
tensions, his paragraphs, his Greek and Latin 
quotations dazzled the profound Reviewers of 
his works—though to the honor of the Church, 
he met with some opponents among the Clergy, 
who knew the only way of salvation better than 


his Lordship. Psalm cxix. 99. 


It came to pass, my Lords, that this rich 
man died. But the mischief which he had 
done did not die with him. His “ Refutation ” 
of what his Lordship was pleased to call “ Cal- 
vinism,” is a book which continued long after 
his Lordship’s death to be put by Tutors of 
Colleges into the hands (it was thus put into 
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mine) of Candidates for Ordination. It is a 
book which contains the substance of his Lord- 
ship’s doctrinal preaching,—his mature, delibe- 
rate, UNRETRACTED opinions; a book as much 
opposed to true religion as darkness is opposed 
to light; a book which may serve as an exam- 
ple (among many other thousands of volumes 
written by authors similarly circumstanced) to 
shew how vast revenues operate upon theologi- 
cal Students, and enable Church Dignitaries 
extensively, posthumously, and advantageously 
—to BETRAY the true principles of Christian- 
ity. I mention this in opposition to an opinion 
which has been prevailing among your Lord- 
ships, as has been plainly evinced by some 
correspondence lately published, in which really, 
my Lords, some of your Lordships have not 
‘scrupled to consider the Church of England 
like a great inn, looking out for rich customers 
- to spend their money in it. Whereas St. Paul 
declares that the love of money is the root of 
all evil; and after having discountenanced the 
H 3 
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opinions of those who (in his day) fancied that 
“ gain ” was necessarily mixed up with “ godhi- 
ness ”—he adds that beautiful admonition “ But 
thou, O man of God, flee these things,” &c. 1 
Tim. yi. 5—21. And elsewhere he declares, in 
direct opposition to your Lordships’ aristocra- 
tical predilections, that “ not many mighty, not 
many noble ” are fit for the work of the minis- 


try. 1 Cor. 1. 26. 


Leaving, however, the subject of your Lord- 
ships’ revenues to Church Reform Commis- 
sioners, or to whomsoever it may concern, | 
pass to specify some charges which can be 
clearly substantiated against your Lordships. 
In so doing, I am far, very far, my Lords, from 
undervaluing in the least degree the venerable, 
amiable, and estimable points which popular 
report ascribes to some of your Lordships. I 
would also observe, that although some of your 
Lordships have wished, and others have endea- 


voured to remove certain Ecé¢lesiastical abuses, 


155 


yet as long as those abuses remain, none of 
your Lordships can be exempted from the 
public guilt which attaches itself to the Epis- 
copal Bench, and indeed to the whole Estab- 


lishment. 


I. Your Lordships are guilty of not oppo- 
sing an effectual check to the Popish heresies 
which are now pervading the rising generation 
of the Clergy. Some of your Lordships in- 
deed have raised your voices against the grosser 
puerilities of the Oxford School. But the root 
of the evil remains unextirpated—yea it is fos- 


tered by your Lordships’ hands. 


An ancient King of Israel, my Lords, was 
famous for extraordinary zeal—which he took 
care to display. “ Come and see my zeal for 
the Lord” was his language. And he had zeal. 
This is admitted. , “ Howbeit ” the sacred his- 


torian significantly goes on to shew that this 
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zealous King suffered, after all, the crying sin 


of Israel to remain in force. 


In vain, my Lords, your Lordships oppose 
the Oxford Theologians while you attach any 
authority to the ambiguities and errors in the 
Prayer Book. As long as you encumber your- 
selves and the Clergy with such errors, or 
labour to prove (because your Lordships hap- 
pen to have subscribed to them) that they are 
not errors, you give those adversaries of the 
Gospel (1 mean the Oxford Tract writers) the 
best of the argument; you oppose Puseyism 
on Puseyitish principles; and you check its 
pernicious heresies with as much effect as the 
wind checked the flame in Plymouth Dockyard 


—ain the late National calamity. 


As your Lordships belong to a Church which 
recommends (as the Rev. Thomas Spencer, In- 
cumbent of Hinton, well observes) perpetual 


self-adjustment,—as this Church admits that 
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such errors are ALTERABLE,—in omitting to 
make such alteration, your Lordships are 
guilty of neglect. Your Lordships pretend 
that “ whatsoever is not found in Scripture 
is not required of any man to be believed.” 
In “ requiring ” therefore men to “ believe ” 
such old wives’ fables as are found in the Bap- 
tismal Service, your Lordships are guilty of 


inconsistency. 


II. Your Lordships are guilty, not only 
passively of suffering the root of pernicious 
error to encumber the soil, but also actively of 
cherishing and watering that root. To speak 
more plainly, your Lordships are guilty of 
directly and positively inculcating ERROR with 
your own lips. The divine Saviour speaks of 
those who teach for doctrine the command- 
ments of men. Matt. xv. 9. Paul speaks of 
those who teach, things which they ought not 
for filthy lucre’s sake. Titusi.11. The spirit 


of prophecy speaks of proud men who go 
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about with lies. Psalm xl. In all which des- 
criptions your Lordships are most clearly and 
decidedly included—as long as you persist in 
“ going about ” calling upon young unsuspect- 
ing people to acknowledge themselves BouND 
by that which cannot in any point of view be 
binding. Thus, my Lords, you grieve the Holy 
Spirit of God—for those in whom that Spirit 
dwells are daily seceding from the Church, on 
account of such errors, thus upheld by your 
Lordships. Thus, my Lords, you “ confirm ” 


men, not in faith, but in error. 


III. Your Lordships are guilty of injuring 
the National Church by hindering faithful and 
enlightened men from entering it. Such men 
are terrified from the Church by the flaming 
sword which is brandished by your Lordships 
—I mean King Charles the Second’s most 
unholy test. The Rev. Benjamin Isaac, a Dis- 
senting Minister of Hackney Road— but as 


sound a teacher and as powerful a Preacher as 
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any that treads on British ground, has inrormed 
me that both he and his Son would enter the 
Church, if it were not for the tests required of 
them. Thus, my Lords, while you pray, or 
pretend to pray “for a due supply of persons 
qualified to serve God” in the National Church, 
you render it impossible, by your unjust and 
insurmountable tests, for enlightened men to 
enter it. And while you take counsel, my 
Lords, among yourselves, how you shall attract 
“ monied men and Noblemen ” into the Nati- 
onal Church—you shut its doors to those who 
love the Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity, to 
whom the Apostles would unsuspectingly and 
confidingly have stretched forth the right hand 
of fellowship. 


IV. Your Lordships are guilty of conniving 
at unjust laws. You pray, my Lords, that the 
Almighty may “ have mercy upon all prisoners 
and captives :” but you leave the prisoner Tho- 


rogood to the mercy of bolts and bars. You 
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pray that “the offences of our forefathers ” 
may not be imputed to your Lordships: but yet 
you allow and confirm them, and refuse to 
abolish one of the greatest “ offences ” that 
our forefathers ever committed or Bishops ever 
sanctioned —I allude to the iniquity of the 
fourteenth Act of Charles the Second—an Act 
containing clauses most peculiarly pernicious in 
an ecclesiastical and religious point of view, as 
tending to give. life, vigour, and efficacy to 
certain errors in our Rituals, which but for 
such ratification might be comparatively harm- 


less. 


Since the days of that Monarch, my Lords, 
you have upheld atrocity in the Councils of the 
Nation as Legislative Peers, and error in the 
Church as Preachers of Religion ; your minis- 
trations have been characterized by two-faced- 
ness and hypocrisy, and your councils by crooked 
policy and miserable ambition; your Parlia- 
mentary honors have depressed the scale of 


equitable legislation, and your inordinate reve- 
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nues have served to validate the pretensions of 
heresy and falsehood ; you have discounte- 
nanced the Gospel in its genuine purity, and 
you have encouraged superstitions which en- 
hance your own importance; you have shut 
out enlightened teachers from our Ministry, and 
you have driven holy men from our commu- 
nion; you have betrayed the true interests of 
the National Church, and you have grieved the 
Holy Spirit of God. 


This, my Lords, is no idle declamation. It 
is a just description of the proceedings-of your 
predecessors, and it is a just description of your 
own. On my salvation, my Lords, I have 
asserted nothiug but what I have proven. 
Every word of what I have alledged against 
your Lordships is true—so help me God! 


“T ask myself ” (in the solemn phrase of 
the Bishop of London) how your Lordships 


“answer the object ” of superintending the 
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faith of the MILLIONS over whose immortal 
souls you PRETEND, TO BE BiIsHops or over- 
seers? And I return answer to myself that of 
all preposterous things it is the most preposter- 
ous to suppose men worthy of the appellation 
of Bishops who seek to prop the National 
Church, not by disencumbering it of what con- 
fuses true doctrine—but by I know not what 
coalition with “ monied men and noblemen.” 
Is this the sentiment of the AposTuEs, (those 


predecessors of your Lordships,) or is it —— 


But I repress the mdignation which I feel, 
and pray that the Almighty may stir up the 
spirit of the temporal Rulers of this Empire so 
far to abridge your Lordships’ power of deceiv- 
ing, enslavying, and “ making merchandize of 
the souls of men,” as to compel your Lordships 
(since nothing but compulsion will avail) to 
abstain at length from that reckless enforcement 
of unreasonable tests which has converted into 


_ formidable opponents to the Church of Eng- 
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land, innumerable men who would otherwise 
have been among its best friends and sup- 


porters. 


I have the honor to be, my Lords, your 


Lordships’ most obedient, humble Servant, 
Henry ErRskInE Heap. 


The Most Rev. the AncuBISHOPs, 
and the 
Right Rev. the Bisuors, 
&e. &e. &e. 


A LETTER 
TO THE 
PEOPLE OF ENGLAND 
A NATIONAL 


AND 


PROTESTANT CHURCH. 


ON A NATIONAL AND PROTESTANT 
CHURCH. 


Rectory, Feniton, Nov. 5, 1840. 


FELLOW SUBJECTS! 


Ir one of you had a very good house, 
you would not say “it ought to be destroyed 
because it wants repair,”—nor would it be wise 
to say “ it must not be repaired for fear of its 
falling to pieces.” | Such however are the pre- 
vailing opinions’ concerning the National 
Church. 
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There are some who really desire its* des- 
truction, and run away with the idea that it 
serves to maintain only the appearance of 
religion without its reality. A more monstrous 
calumny never was forged. Multitudes of holy, 
benevolent, exemplary Christians are continu- 
ally comforted and edified by its solemn ser- 


VICes. 


But even supposing this view of the case to 
be true, it must still be admitted that the 
Church of England is a great promoter of that 
decency and order to which St. Paul shewed 
himself, both in precept and in practice, a great 
friend. We read in the histories of the kings 
of Israel that the Almighty rewarded with 
temporal prosperity those who yielded only the 


outward homage due to his holy name. And 


* I have preferred the neuter to the feminine pronoun 
because the application of the terms ‘‘ she ’’ and “ her ”’ to 
different Churches, seems to have encouraged people to con- 
found them with Jerusalem which is above—which is the oNLY 
mother of us all. Gal. iv. 
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the “reign of terror” ina neighbouring country 
is an awful instance of the divine judgment on 
those who cast off the appearance of religion. 
Those who undermine or undervalue the Church 
Establishment ought to be reminded of the 
first stages of the French Revolution. 


There are others who cry “ the Church is in 
danger ” when they hear the most moderate 
suggestions of the most indispensable reform. 
Certainly with regard to Kcclesiastical abuses 
“ danger ” is far better than safety. If the 
errors in our Rituals were in danger of being 
corrected,—if our Bishops were in danger of 
being compelled to desist from obtruding these 
errors and other vexatious obstacles on Candi- 
dates for the Sacred Office,—if the Bishop of 
Worcester, for example, were in danger of being 
required to state to a Church Reform Commis- 
sion on what authority his Lordship refuses 
Ordination to Candidates of more than thirty 
years of age,—Ecclesiastical discipline would 


I 
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not fare the worse, and the National Church 
might fare the better. If the Church be in 
danger, it is from neglecting that reformation 


which might constitute its safety. 


Is the “ Church in danger?” ‘Then the dan- 
ger is—a re-union with the Church of Rome. 
Roman Catholic statistics prognosticate a revi- 
val of the Papal Church—a Church full of 
sympathy and attraction towards Churches 
which desire to avail themselves of her pow- 


erful alliance. 


It is notorious that a large and increasing 
party among the Clergy desiring, it would seem, 
more popularity, power, and influence than is 
likely to be conceded to them by Acts of Par- 
liament, have actually begun that incipient 
movement which promises to terminate in a 
re-union with and reinforcement by “the Church 
of all times and all lands— whose maternal 


arms (to use the kind phrase of the Catholic 
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Magazine) are ever open to receive baek re- 
pentant children; and as when the prodigal 
son returned to his father’s house .... even 
so will the whole of Christendom rejoice greatly 
when so bright a body of learned and pious 
men as the Authors of the “ Tracts for the 
Times”’ shall have made the one step necessary 
to place them again within the sanctuary where 
alone they can be safe from the moving sands 
beneath which they dread being overwhelmed 

. it is with the utmost confidence that we 
predict the accession to our ranks of the entire 
mass.” Such is the language of Roman Ca- 
tholics with reference to the present aspect of 
the Church of England. Such is the esteem 
(which is no doubt reciprocal) in which they 
hold the Teachers of the doctrines of Oxford 
divinity. Such mutual esteem bodes little 


good to the Protestant cause. 


We have been long at peace with the powers 


of Europe. And, like those Israelites who 
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mingled among the heathen and learned their 
works, some individuals among the higher 
classes of society have been much on the Con- 
tinent, and have been pleased with the architec- 
ture, painting, and music of the Roman Catho- 
lics, or with their urbanity of manners. The 
Aristocracy are fond of sumptuousness in their 
ordinary life. And, it would seem, they are 
fond of a sumptuous religion. Be this as it 
may, no one can deny that there is among us, 
somehow or other, a leaning towards the Roman 
Catholics. The other day, in the course of an 
Ecclesiastical Trial, Sir H. Jenner, in his judi- 
cial capacity, asked another eminent Ecclesias- 
tical Lawyer—“ Is a Roman Catholic Priest a 
lawful Minister according to the Rubric?’ To 
which question Dr. Phillimore officially replied, 
“| think he 1s an Ordained Minister according 
to the Rubric, in the eye of the world, and in 
the eye of the Law.” Is it so? Then this 
Law ought to be repealed. If it be Arches 
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Court Law, or Canon Law, or Oxford tract Law, 


it certainly is not Thirty-nine Article Law. 


Is the Church in danger? Then it is in dan- 
ger from its own approximation to the Roman 
Catholic religion. And to whom or what does 
this approximation owe its origin? Undoubt- 
edly to those errors and ambiguities, favouring 
the Roman superstitions, which were fostered by 
Queen Elizabeth from mere worldly policy, and 
which (for the same reason) have been connived 
at by a long succession of Bishops whose duty 
it is (otherwise why are they called overseers, 
or why do they sit in the House of Lords ?) so 
to legislate, as to procure their removal. These 
sparks of superstition have been of late years 
blown into a flame by the Oxford Divines, the 
leaders (to a certain degree) of the National 
Clergy, who with an unaccustomed zeal, adroit- 
ness, courage and perseverance have carried out 
and acted upon the errors in our Rituals, till 
according to their statement, the difference 
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between the two Churches is scarcely percepti- 
ble. There are certain dogmas in our Prayer 
Book which ascribe to the Bishop and the 
Priest, much of that power which belongs only 
to the divine Saviour. These dogmas, the 
Oxford Divines argue, did not originate with 
the Romanists, but were of old received by 
ourselves as well as by them, from the Church 
Catholic. What then? This proposition is 
good for nothing—unless they can prove that a 


doctrine is true because it is ancient. 


Is the Church in danger? Then it is in 
danger from the actual prevalence of Roman 
Catholic principles, which teach us, in fact, 
that there are two Books,—*“ the Acts of the 
Apostles,” and “ the Acts of the Bishops ;” and 
that these two Books (which resemble each 
other as much as light resembles darkness) are 


of equal authority. 


Is the Church in danger? Then it is in 


iS 


danger from an effectual (though crafty) renun- 
ciation of its main principle, the sufficiency of 
Scripture as a rule of faith, the cardinal point 
of difference between a Protestant and a Popish 
Church. 


If I may be allowed to speak rather figura- 
tively —there are ¢wo impostors, from whom 
you are to apprehend “danger.” One is a 
Papist in his natural colours. The other is a 
Papist disguised like a Protestant. The former 
comes to you with a shaven crown, and a large 
rosary of beads, saying to you *“* Give me some 
of your gold, and I will give you some of my 
pardons and absolutions.” The latter knows 
very well that if he were to use this language to 
you, you would send him about his business, 
with an inquiry how he comes to thrust upon 
you his Papistical fancies. ‘Therefore that he 
may the better practise on your confiding tem- 
per, and abuse your liberality, he assumes a 


little more plausibility. He does not shave 
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his head, but wears his own hair. He has no- 
thing at all to do with beads. And as for pur- 
gatory and penances, to convince you of his 
Protestantism, he deprecates such doctrines— 


more or less. 


The former. character honestly and plainly 
declares to you that you have no right whatever 
to read the Bible otherwise than as his Mother 
the Church has thought fit to interpret it. The 
latter (pray observe) MAINTAINS THE SELF- 
SAME PRINCIPLE. But in order that he may 
throw dust in your eyes, dear Fellow Subjects, 
and reconcile Popish principles with Protestant 
power, he does not hesitate to subscribe and 
acknowledge the authority or the sixth Article, 
in which the exorbitant claims of that Holy 
Mother are most clearly and decidedly rejected. 
Church tradition, according to the Oxford Di- 
vines, is to be employed as parallel to Scripture, 
not as derived from it, and consequently as 


fixing the interpretation of certain texts. And 
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the assertion that tradition is of equal authority 
with Scripture, they attempt to reconcile with 
the doctrine of the sixth Article, which declares 
that whatever cannot be proved by Scripture is 


of no authority at all. 


Ah, fellow Countrymen, do you suppose that 
when you have burned Guy Fawkes, and have 
triumphed over him with bells and bonfires, 
you have shaken off the influence of men who 
would (if they could) betray your immortal 
souls for their own advantage,—or that your 
rhymes about the Fifth of November and the 
Gunpowder Plot, will act as carminatives 
against the double-distilled hypocrisy with 
which the two-faced Tutors of the young 
Clergy are labouring to infect your Church? 
Your meeting together to inveigh against the 
Roman Catholics, provokes Dissenters to meet 
together to inveigh against yourselves. They 
have quite as much right to call you “ Aholah,” 
or “ Aholibah,” as you have to call the Pope 
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& Jezebel,” or “ the Man of Sin,”—a mode of 
reviling which betrays a very slight acquaint- 
ance with Prophecy. What is the use of va- 
pouring against an enemy abroad while you 
- suffer the encroachments and usurpations of a 
traitor at home? Do you really think, fellow 
Subjects, that those who stand _blustering 
against Popery on Protestant platforms are the 
men to resist or deliver you from the subtlety 
of its vital principles? What is easier than 
for such combatants to be bold in the absence 
of an enemy, or to curse the errors of another 
Church, leaving the errors of their own Church 
unreformed? What though they are eloquent 
at the expense of Papists in an anti-Papistical 
assembly, steady in asserting incontrovertible 
truisms in the midst of an audience where such 
truisms are sure of meeting with no opposition, 
and bold in denouncing the dare-faced impostor 
when they are out of his reach? When the 
disguised impostor asserts his pomp and power, 


they become mute; those hons are converted 
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into lambs; those watchmen against Popery 
undisguised, suffer Popery with a Protestant 
mask to walk unmolested through your land; 
those valiant opponents of the impostor whose 
pretensions are a jest, are the supporters of the 
impostor in authority; those who expose the 
puerilities of the Romish Priest, help to rivet 
upon you the faith-confounding heresies of the 
pseudo-Protestant; and those who revile the 
assertor of a spiritual dominion which has been 
usurped, cringe to the wriggler into a Protes- 


tant trust which has been betrayed. 


Thus the Roman Catholic principles taught 
by the Gamaliels of the young Clergy, second- 
ed by the efforts of the Roman Catholics, and 
not opposed by the “ no Popery ” defenders of 
the Protestant faith, form a fit foundation for 
the superinduction of a Dynasty which now 
appears to you a farce, but which in a very 


short time may prove a tragedy. 


180 


A timely and vigorous Reform of such Ec- 
clesiastical abuses as are clearly and decidedly 
EVIL might, humanly speaking, save the Nati- 
onal Church from merging into the Church of 
Rome. If you, my fellow Subjects and Coun- 
trymen, (for the Heads of the Church neglect 
this duty,) would send a humble, dutiful, and 
loyal Petition to the Gracious Sovereign who 
now adorns the British throne, praying for the 
repeal (the Eternal Spirit requires us to ABHOR 
that which is Ev1L, Rom. xii. 9, wherever it 
may be detected) of those Parliamentary Enact- 
ments which set up Church Authority against 
Scriptural Authority, the Queen might listen to 
your prayer; the pernicious religion now im- 
bibed by the rising generation of the Clergy 
might be shaken to its foundation; and Her 
Majesty (God bless her!) might be an instru- 
ment, in the hands of the Almighty, in saving 
the Church of her Fathers from sealing its own 


apostacy from the faith of the Reformation. 
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In the meantime—your Country is a Protes- 
tant Country, your Church is (as yet) a Protes- 
tant Church, and all your Church Property, 
according to the thirteenth Statute of Queen 
Klizabeth and other Acts of Parliament, be- 
longs, of right, to Protestant Ministers who 
maintain Protestant Principles. But what is a 
Protestant? And what are Protestant Princi- 
ples? Such definitions and such enquiries are 
far from being superfluous. According to the 
two Latin words of which it is composed, the 
word “ Protestant ” signifies “ a witness for ” 
—the Bible, AND FOR NOTHING ELSE. And 
as for a definition of Protestant Principles, 
their leading feature is delineated in the sixth 
Article of your Church, where it is laid down, 
that “ whatever cannot be proved by Scripture 
is not required of any man that it should be 
believed.” It cannot be denied that a great 
want of consistency and circumspection has 
always been evinced in admitting men to Ec- 


clesiastical Offices of trust without sufficient 
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reference to this important point. In fact, 
your Church Property has served in a great 
measure to pay your deceivers, and to enrich 
your betrayers. It is therefore well worthy of 
being borne in mind, that he who makes it his 
principle to teach you things not found in the 
Bible, he who, for the maintenance of his own 
authority, influence, and advantage deliberately 
renounces or disingenuously evades the doc- 
trine of the sixth Article, of the sufficiency of 
Scripture as a rule of faith, has no constitu- 
tional claim to Protestant power, Protestant 


privileges, Protestant pulpits, or Protestant pay. 


I am, fellow Subjects, your affectionate ser- 


vant, 


Henry Erskine HEap. 


To The 


PEOPLE oF ENGLAND. 


Pelee LOIN, 
WER MAJESTY THE QUEEN, 
NOW IN THE 
COURSE OF SIGNATURE 


BOTH, BY 


LAYMEN AND CLERGY. 


PETITION. 


To Her Most Gracious MAJESTY THE 
Queen, &c. &c. &c.. THE HUMBLE PeETI- 
TION OF YOUR MAJESTY’S LOYAL AND 


DEVOTED SUBJECTS. 


Most Humbly Sheweth,—That an approxi- 
mation, in Sentiment and Doctrine, between 
many of the Divines of the Church of Eng- 
land and those of the Church of Rome, has 
lately increased so steadily and effectually as 
to threaten the re-establishment of the Papal 


Dominion within your Majesty’s realms: 
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That the main principle of a Protestant 
Church (the sufficiency of Scripture as a rule 
of faith) has been, and is in danger of being 
still more obscured by certain inconsistencies 
in the Laws of Clerical Subscription, occasi- 


oned, and therefore remediable by Parliament : 


That the Clergymen of the Church of Eng- 
land declare at their Ordination that “ they are 
persuaded that Holy Scripture containeth all 
things necessary to salvation, and that they are 
determined OUT OF THE SAID SCRIPTURES 
to instruct, &c., and to teach NOTHING as ne- 
cessary to salvation but what THEY SHALL BE 
PERSUADED may be proved by Scripture ;” 
they promise to “be diligent in the study of 
2 


Scripture :° 


the sixth Article, which nullifies all authority 


and they, moreover, subscribe to 


except Scripture in matters of faith: 


That the Declaration of Conformity required 
of Clergymen by the fourteenth Act of King 
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Charles the Second, directly militates against 
these Protestant Principles, by forcing (as far 
as human authority can do so) upon the con- 
sciences of men certain dogmas in the Book of 
Common Prayer, which cannot be proved by 


Seripture—but which are contrary to it: 


That this Declaration, which is to be classed 
among the “ OFFENCES OF OUR FORE- 
FATHERS,” was framed by them from an 
evil motive, was directed to an evil end, and 


produces to this day evil results : 


That, according to the historian Hume (who 
was far from being favourable to men who suf- 
fered for conscience sake) this Declaration was 
inserted in the Act of Parliament, on purpose 
to grieve the conscientious Ministers of the 
Church of England, in the days of King 
Charles the Second,—and that it actually con- 
strained two thousand conscientious Clergymen 


to relinquish the National Ministry,—a clear 
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and decided proof that this Declaration was a 
measure which grieved the Holy Spirit of 
God: 


That to this day the operation of this De- 
claration is equally pernicious, by shutting out 
from the National Church men who, humanly 
speaking, would support and adorn it,—and by 
exalting the Book of Common Prayer (to every 
practical intent and purpose) above the Bible. 


That one of the Acts passed in the reign of 
King Henry the Seventh has been now re- 
pealed, (by the recent Church Discipline Act,) 
with a view to the preservation of the Ecclesi- 
astical Laws, and the power of the Bishops; 
but that nothing has been done in Parliament 
concerning the repeal of King Charles the 
Second’s Parliamentary Enactments, which 
“ make the Word of God of none effect :” 


That your Majesty’s humble Petitioners, in 
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all reverential loyalty and submission, most 
humbly implore your Majesty to take into your 
Majesty’s royal and gracious consideration the 
very great necessity of commanding a revision 
of the Act XIV. Caroli II; and that a general 
promise of Conformity to the Liturgy, be sub- 
stituted for the Declaration now in use accord- 
ing to the above mentioned Act, by which 
Clergymen are required to “ declare their un- 
feigned assent and consent to all and every 
thing contained in the Book of Common 


Prayer 7? 


And your Majesty’s humble Petitioners, as 


in duty bound, will ever pray. 


&e. &e. &c. 


FINIS. 
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